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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANTS

Purpose of the Program

School Improvement Grants (SIG), authorized under section 1003(g) of Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (Title | or ESEA), are grants to State educational agencies (SEAs) that SEAs use to make competitive subgrants to local
educational agencies (LEAS) that demonstrate the greatest need for the funds and the strongest commitment to use the funds to provide
adequate resources in order to raise substantially the achievement of students in their lowest-performing schools. Under the final
requirements published in the Federal Register on October 28, 2010 (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-
27313.pdf), school improvement funds are to be focused on each State’s “Tier I” and “Tier II” schools. Tier I schools are the lowest-
achieving 5 percent of a State’s Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, Title | secondary schools in
improvement, corrective action, or restructuring with graduation rates below 60 percent over a number of years, and, if a State so
chooses, certain Title | eligible (and participating) elementary schools that are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier | schools
(“newly eligible” Tier I schools). Tier Il schools are the lowest-achieving 5 percent of a State’s secondary schools that are eligible for,
but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds, secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds with
graduation rates below 60 percent over a number of years, and, if a State so chooses, certain additional Title I eligible (participating
and non-participating) secondary schools that are as low achieving as the State’s other Tier II schools or that have had a graduation
rate below 60 percent over a number of years (“newly eligible” Tier II schools). An LEA also may use school improvement funds in
Tier 111 schools, which are Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not identified as Tier I or Tier Il
schools and, if a State so chooses, certain additional Title | eligible (participating and non-participating) schools (“newly eligible” Tier
I11 schools). (See Appendix B for a chart summarizing the schools included in each tier.) In the Tier | and Tier Il schools an LEA
chooses to serve, the LEA must implement one of four school intervention models: turnaround model, restart model, school closure,
or transformation model.

Availability of Funds

The Department of Education Appropriations Act, 2010, provided $546 million for School Improvement Grants in fiscal year (FY)
2010. In addition, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) estimates that, collectively, States have carried over approximately
$825 million in FY 2009 SIG funds that will be combined with FY 2010 SIG funds, for a total of nearly $1.4 billion that will be
awarded by States as part of their FY 2010 SIG competitions.

FY 2010 school improvement funds are available for obligation by SEAs and LEAs through September 30, 2012.

State and LEA Allocations

Each State (including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico), the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas are eligible to
apply to receive a School Improvement Grant. The Department will allocate FY 2010 school improvement funds in proportion to the
funds received in FY 2010 by the States, the Bureau of Indian Education, and the outlying areas under Parts A, C, and D of Title I of
the ESEA. An SEA must allocate at least 95 percent of its school improvement funds directly to LEAs in accordance with the final
requirements (http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-28/pdf/2010-27313.pdf). The SEA may retain an amount not to exceed five
percent of its allocation for State administration, evaluation, and technical assistance.

Appendix A provides guidance on how SEAs can maximize the number of Tier | and Tier Il schools its LEAs can serve with FY 2009
carryover and FY 2010 SIG funds when making their LEA allocations for the FY 2010 competition. See Appendix A for a more
detailed explanation.

Consultation with the Committee of Practitioners

Before submitting its application for a SIG grant to the Department, an SEA must consult with its Committee of Practitioners
established under section 1903(b) of the ESEA regarding the rules and policies contained therein. The Department recommends that
the SEA also consult with other stakeholders, such as potential external providers, teachers’ unions, and business, civil rights, and
community leaders that have an interest in its application.
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FY 2010 Submission Information

Electronic Submission:
The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s FY 2010 School Improvement Grant (SIG) application
electronically. The application should be sent as a Microsoft Word document, not as a PDF.

The SEA should submit its FY 2010 application to the following address: school.improvement.grants@ed.gov

In addition, the SEA must submit a paper copy of the cover page signed by the SEA’s authorized representative
to the address listed below under “Paper Submission.”

Paper Submission:
If an SEA is not able to submit its application electronically, it may submit the original and two copies of its
SIG application to the following address:

Carlas McCauley, Education Program Specialist

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W320

Washington, DC 20202-6132

Due to potential delays in government processing of mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are
encouraged to use alternate carriers for paper submissions.

Application Deadline

Applications are due on or before December 3, 2010.

For Further Information

If you have any questions, please contact Carlas McCauley at (202) 260-0824 or by e-mail at
carlas.mccauley@ed.gov.



mailto:school.improvement.grants@ed.gov
mailto:carlas.mccauley@ed.gov

FY 2010 Application Instructions

Most of the FY 2010 SIG application is identical to the FY 2009 application. A new section for additional
evaluation criteria (Section B-1) has been added and Section H on Waivers has been expanded.
Section D on Descriptive Information (Section D — Part 1, Section D — Parts 2-8) has also been
reformatted into two separate sections for the FY 2010 application, but all other parts of the application
remain the same.

Consequently, except as provided below, an SEA must update only those sections that include changes
from the FY 2009 application. In particular, the Department expects that most SEAs will be able to
retain Section B on Evaluation Criteria, Section C on Capacity, and Section D (parts 2-8) on Descriptive
Information, sections that make up the bulk of the SIG application. An SEA has the option to update
any of the material in these sections if it so desires.

We are requiring SEAs to update some sections of the SIG application to ensure that each SEA focuses
its FY 2010 SIG funds, including any funds carried over from FY 2009, on serving its persistently lowest-
achieving schools in LEAs with the capacity and commitment to fully and effectively implement one of
the four required school intervention models beginning in the 2011-2012 school year.

Note that while an SEA may be able to submit significant portions of its FY 2010 SIG application
unchanged from FY 2009, we recommend that it review all sections of the FY 2010 application to ensure
alignment with any required changes or revisions.

SEAs should also note that they will only be able to insert information in designated spaces (form fields)
in the application because of formatting restrictions. Clicking on a section of the application that is
restricted will automatically jump the cursor to the next form field which may cause users to skip over
information in the application. Users may avoid this issue by using the scroll bar to review the
application. However, due to these restrictions, the Department recommends that SEAs print a copy of
the application and review it in its entirety before filling out the form.
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FY 2010 Application Checklist

Please use this checklist to serve as a roadmap for the SEA’s FY 2010 application.

Please note that an SEA’s submission for FY 2010 must include the following attachments, as indicated on the application
form:

» Lists, by LEA, of the State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.

* A copy of the SEA’s FY 2010 LEA application form that LEAs will use to apply to the SEA for a School Improvement
Grant.

 If the SEA seeks any waivers through its application, a copy of the notice it provided to LEAs and a copy of any
comments it received from LEAs as well as a copy of, or link to, the notice the SEA provided to the public.

Please check the relevant boxes below to verify that all required sections of the SEA application are included and to

indicate which sections of the FY 2010 application the SEA has revised from its FY 2009 application.

|X|Deﬁniti0n of “persistently |:|Deﬁniti0n of “persistently lowest-
lowest-achieving schools” (PLA achieving schools” (PLA schools) is
schools) is same as FY 2009 revised for FY 2010

For an SEA keeping the same||For an SEA revising its definition of
definition of PLA schools, please || PLA schools, please select the
select one of the following options: || following option:

DSEA will not generate new lists DSEA must generate new lists of
of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools || Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools
because it has five or more unserved || because it has revised its definition
Tier | schools from FY 2009 (SEA is
requesting waiver)

DSEA must generate new lists of
Tier I, Tier I, and Tier I11 schools
because it has less than five unserved
Tier | schools from FY 2009

|X| SEA elects to generate new lists

|X| Lists, by LEA, of State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools provided

[ ] same as Fy 2009 DX Revised for FY 2010

|X| Section B-1: Additional evaluation criteria provided

[ ] same as FY 2009 DX] Revised for FY 2010

|X| Updated Section D (Part 1): Timeline provided

[ ] same as Fy 2009 DX Revised for FY 2010

|X| Updated Section E: Assurances provided

|X| Updated Section F: SEA reservations provided

|X| Updated Section G: Consultation with stakeholders provided

|X| Updated Section H: Waivers provided




PART |: SEA REQUIREMENTS

As part of its application for a School Improvement Grant under section 1003(g) of the ESEA, an
SEA must provide the following information.

A. ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS: An SEA must provide a list, by LEA, of each Tier I, Tier Il, and
Tier III school in the State. (A State’s Tier I and Tier II schools are its persistently lowest-
achieving schools and, if the SEA so chooses, certain additional Title | eligible schools that are
as low achieving as the State’s persistently lowest-achieving schools or that have had a
graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.) In providing its list of schools, the
SEA must indicate whether a school has been identified as a Tier | or Tier Il school solely
because it has had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years. In addition, the
SEA must indicate whether it has exercised the option to identify as a Tier I, Tier Il, or Tier Ill
school a school that was made newly eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2010.

Each SEA must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools based on the State’s
most recent achievement and graduation rate data to ensure that LEAS continue to give priority
to using SIG funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in each of their
persistently lowest-achieving schools, rather than using SIG funds to support less rigorous
improvement measures in less needy schools. However, any SEA that has five or more Tier |
schools that were identified for purposes of the State’s FY 2009 SIG competition but are not
being served with SIG funds in the 2010-2011 school year may apply for a waiver of the
requirement to generate new lists.

An SEA also has the option of making changes to its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest-
achieving schools”. An SEA that exercises this option must generate new lists of Tier I, Tier II,
and Tier Il schools.

Regardless of whether it modifies its definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” or
generates new lists, along with its lists of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools, an SEA must
provide the definition that it used to develop these lists. The SEA may provide a link to the page
on its Web site where its definition is posted, or it may attach the complete definition to its
application.




|E Definition of “persistently lowest-

achieving schools” (PLA schools) is same as
FY 2009

|:| Definition of “persistently lowest-
achieving schools” (PLA schools) is revised
for FY 2010

For an SEA keeping the same definition of
PLA schools, please select one of the
following options:

D 1. SEA will not generate new lists of Tier
I, Tier Il, and Tier 111 schools. SEA has five or
more unserved Tier | schools from FY 2009
and is therefore eligible to request a waiver of
the requirement to generate new lists of
schools. Lists and waiver request submitted
below.

D SEA is electing not to include newly
eligible schools for the FY 2010
competition. (Only applicable if the
SEA elected to add newly eligible
schools in FY 2009.)

D 2. SEA must generate new lists of Tier I,
Tier 1, and Tier Il schools because it has
fewer than five unserved Tier | schools from
FY 2009. Lists submitted below.

& 3. SEA elects to generate new lists. Lists
submitted below.

For an SEA revising its definition of PLA
schools, please select the following option:

D 1. SEA must generate new lists of Tier I,
Tier 11, and Tier Il schools because it has
revised its definition of “persistently lowest-
achieving schools.” Lists submitted below.

Insert definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” or link to definition of

“persistently lowest-achieving schools” here:

http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/School Recovery/pdf/Definition%200f%20Persistently%20L

ow%20Achieving%20Schools%2012-15-10.pdf



http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/School_Recovery/pdf/Definition%20of%20Persistently%20Low%20Achieving%20Schools%2012-15-10.pdf
http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/School_Recovery/pdf/Definition%20of%20Persistently%20Low%20Achieving%20Schools%2012-15-10.pdf

An SEA must attach two tables to its SIG application. The first table must include its lists of all Tier I, Tier
11, and Tier 111 schools that are eligible for FY 2010 SIG funds. The second table must include its lists of all
Tier I, Tier 11, and Tier 111 schools that were served with FY 2009 SIG funds.

Please create these two tables in Excel and use the formats shown below. Examples of the tables have been
provided for guidance.

SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2010 SIG FUNDS

SCHOOL
LEA NCES TIER | TIER | TIER | GRAD NEWLY
LEA NAME ID # SCHOOL NAME ngis | 1 11 RATE | ELIGIBLE!

. SCHOOLSSERVEDWITHFY2009SIGFUNDS

LEA

SCHOOL SCHOOL | TIER | TIER | TIER
LEA NAME NCIiS ID NAME NGES ID# | i 11| GRAD RATE
EXAMPLE:
________ SCHOOLSELIGIBLEFORFY2010SIGFUNDS
SCHOOL
LEA NCES TIER | TIER | TIER | GRAD | NEWLY
LEA NAME ID # SCHOOL NAME NI%'iS [ I Il | RATE | ELIGIBLE
LEAL #t HARRISON ES # X
LEA1 #t MADISON ES it X
LEAL #t TAYLOR MS # X X
LEA?2 i WASHINGTON ES #t X
LEA?2 #t FILLMORE HS it X
LEA3 #t TYLER HS # X X
LEA 4 #t VAN BUREN MS it X
LEA 4 #t POLK ES # X
EXAMPLE:

! “Newly Eligible” refers to a school that was made eligible to receive SIG funds by the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2010. A newly eligible school may be identified for Tier I or Tier Il because it has not made
adequate yearly progress for at least two consecutive years; is in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on
proficiency rates on State’s assessments; and is no higher achieving than the highest-achieving school identified by
the SEA as a “persistently lowest-achieving school” or is a high school that has a graduation rate less than 60
percent over a number of years. For complete definitions of and additional information about “newly eligible
schools,” please refer to the FY 2010 SIG Guidance, questions A-20 to A-30.




SCHOOLS SERVED WITH FY 2009 SIG FUNDS

LEA NCES SCHOOL SCHOOL | TIER | TIER | TIER
LEANAME ID # NAME NCES ID# | 1 1l GRAD RATE
LEA1 i MONROE ES H X
LEA1 #H# JEFFERSON HS ## X X
LEA 2 i ADAMS ES H X
LEA3 #H# JACKSON ES ## X

Please attach the two tables in a separate file and submit it with the application.

X] SEA has attached the two tables in a separate file and submitted it with its application.




B. EVALUATION CRITERIA:

Part 1: The three actions listed in Part 1 are ones that an LEA must take prior to submitting its
application for a School Improvement Grant. Accordingly, the SEA must describe, with
specificity, the criteria the SEA will use to evaluate an LEA’s application with respect to each of
the following actions:

(1) The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s
application and has selected an intervention for each school.

(2) The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to use school improvement funds to
provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier I and Tier Il school identified
in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively the selected
intervention in each of those schools.

(3) The LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected intervention fully
and effectively in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application, as
well as to support school improvement activities in Tier 111 schools, throughout the period
of availability of those funds (taking into account any waiver extending that period
received by either the SEA or the LEA).

Part 2: The actions in Part 2 are ones that an LEA may have taken, in whole or in part, prior to
submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant, but most likely will take after
receiving a School Improvement Grant. Accordingly, an SEA must describe the criteria it will
use to assess the LEA’s commitment to do the following:

(1) Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements.
(2) Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality.
(3) Align other resources with the interventions.

(4) Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable it to implement the interventions
fully and effectively.

(5) Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

[ISEA is using the same evaluation criteria ||XISEA has revised its evaluation criteria for
as FY 20009. FY 2010.

Insert response to Section B Evaluation Criteria here:

Part I—LEA Plans & Capacity




Requirement 1—Selecting an intervention: The LEA has analyzed the needs of each Tier I and
Tier II school in the LEA’s application and has selected an intervention for each school.

NEEDS ASSESSMENT: All local educational agencies in Mississippi that receive Title I funds
are required to conduct an annual comprehensive needs assessment. Similarly, all LEAs seeking
SIG funds must conduct a comprehensive needs assessment to determine the needs of each
eligible school. To streamline the School Improvement Grant process, LEAs may use their
current year Title | comprehensive needs assessment data for the SIG application.

The Title I comprehensive needs assessment focuses on gathering data in five dimensions:
student achievement, curriculum and instruction, professional development, family and
community involvement, and school context and organization. In the LEA Application Toolkit,
MDE has provided districts a list of key questions and suggested data sources for each domain.
LEAs are encouraged to use this tool to conduct their needs assessment for both Title | and SIG.
Within the LEA Application, LEAS are asked to summarize the results of their needs assessment
in each of the five dimensions. LEAs will also complete and attach the Performance Framework,
which includes baseline data and proposed targets for the leading and achievement indicators.
These findings will inform their intervention selection for each eligible school as well as the
particular improvement plans the LEA proposes throughout the School Proposal.

The external reviewers will first determine whether sufficient evidence exists that the LEA
conducted a thorough needs assessment. If the LEA does not demonstrate that it conducted a
needs assessment, the LEA may be deemed ineligible for funding. If the LEA successfully
demonstrates that it conducted a needs assessment, the external reviewers will evaluate the
LEA’s School Proposal based on how well it aligns with the findings from the needs assessment.

SELECTING AN INTERVENTION: Inthe LEA Application Toolkit, the Mississippi
Department of Education (MDE) will provide LEAs with a decision-making tool which uses the
results of the needs assessment to assist LEAs in selecting a “best-fit” intervention. This
decision-making tool is based on work by the Center on Innovation and Improvement. LEASs
will be asked to use this tool to aid in the selection of the appropriate intervention and will attach
the completed tool to their LEA Applications. LEAs will also provide a narrative justification
summarizing why the particular intervention is the best fit for the school based on the findings of
the needs assessment.

The external reviewers will evaluate the School Proposal based on how well the selected
intervention model aligns with the results of the school’s needs assessment.

Requirement 2—Capacity to implement: The LEA has demonstrated that it has the capacity to
use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and related support to each Tier |




and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application in order to implement fully and effectively
the selected intervention in each of those schools.

DETERMINING CAPACITY: MDE has re-formatted the “District Capacity for Selected
Interventions” section of the LEA Application. The new section focuses on LEA experience
with competitive grants, LEA internal monitoring plans, current LEA human capital, whether the
LEA is or has recently been under State conservatorship, and whether the LEA has failing
schools. The answers to these questions will provide external reviewers with a picture of the
LEA’s capacity to implement reforms.

Requirement 3—Budget: The LEA’s budget includes sufficient funds to implement the selected
intervention fully and effectively in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s
application as well as to support school improvement activities in Tier 11 schools throughout the
period of availability of those funds (taking into account any waiver extending that period
received by either the SEA or the LEA).

FISCAL PLANS: Within the LEA Application, the LEA will provide a fiscal plan for funding
reform on the school and district levels. MDE will judge this fiscal plan in order to determine
whether the LEA is providing sufficient funds to implement the selected interventions fully and
effectively. The LEA’s total grant may not be less than $50,000 or more than $2,000,000 per
year for each Tier I, Tier 11, and Tier I11 school that the LEA commits to serve.

The fiscal plan will include the following information:

1. LEASIG Budget—A budget detailing the use of SIG funds on the district level in the
format provided by MDE

2. LEA Budget Narrative—Description of the budget items included in the LEA’s SIG
budget in the format provided by MDE

3. LEA Alignment—Evidence of alignment of the LEA budget with school-level budgets
and the school proposal narratives

4. School SIG Budget—A budget detailing the use of SIG funds on the school level in the
format provided by MDE

5. School Budget Narrative—Description of the budget items included in the school SIG
budget in the format provided by MDE

6. School Alignment—Evidence of alignment of the school budgets and the school proposal
narratives

Part II—LEA Commitment

Requirement 1—Design and Implementation: Design and implement interventions consistent
with the final requirements.




LEA APPLICATION: The LEA Application process is the means by which MDE ensures that
LEAs will design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements. The
FY2010 LEA Application consists of four parts: the LEA Plan Overview, the School Proposal,
SIG Budgets, and requested appendices. An LEA applying for multiple schools will submit an
LEA Plan Overview, a unique School Proposal, SIG Budgets, and appropriate appendices for
each applicant school. Prior to the application submission deadline, MDE will provide Tier |
and Tier 1l LEAs technical assistance in completing for the LEA Application and understanding
the LEA Application rubric.

With every LEA Application, an LEA must provide a completed MDE-formatted cover page, the
official MDE checklist, a signed copy of the LEA Assurances, and a completed LEA waiver
request form. These documents and the full LEA Plan Overview, School Proposal, SIG Budgets,
and appendices can be found in the LEA Application attached to this document. An outline of
the LEA Plan Overview, the School Proposal, and the SIG Budgets are provided below.

LEA PLAN OVERVIEW: When an LEA applies for a School Improvement Grant for one or
more schools, the LEA must complete an LEA Plan Overview containing information relevant to
every eligible SIG school that the LEA seeks to serve. Below, the sections of the LEA Plan
Overview are described. For more information, consult the LEA Application attached at the end
of this document.

I. Introduction—Background information about the application, including

A. Descriptive Information about the Eligible Schools—Completion of a chart listing the
official names of the schools, State school codes, NCES school codes, Tier designations,
State accountability labels, and intervention selection information

B. Lack of Capacity to Serve Tier | Schools—An explanation for serving Tier Il schools
rather than Tier I schools, if applicable

C. Consultation with Stakeholders—An explanation of the steps the LEA took to consult
with stakeholders about the application

D. Disclosure of External Party Application Assistance—A disclosure of the external
persons or organizations assisting the LEA in the development of the application and the
role the external parties played

Il. District Leadership—An overview of issues related to district leadership, including
A. District Governance

1. Policy Analysis and Timeline—Completion of the district policy analysis chart which
will help LEA’s in identifying policies that may create barriers to reform, proposing
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appropriate changes to those policies that may create barriers, and setting a timeline
for policy change adoption

2. School Board Approval—Evidence of LEA Board support by attaching the Board’s
agenda and/or minutes from the relevant board meeting

3. Lead Partner Contracting Process—Answers to key questions about an LEA’s plans
for recruitment and selection of Lead Partners

B. District Capacity for Selected Interventions—Answers to key questions relating to an
LEA’s capacity to support its portfolio of school reforms

C. Sustainability—The LEA’s plans to support sustainability of reforms at the school-level

SCHOOL PROPOSAL.: The LEA must develop a School Proposal for each school the LEA
wishes to serve. Elements of the School Proposal will be evaluated according to a rubric. MDE
has streamlined the FY09 Turnaround, Closure, and Transformation School Proposals to create
one school proposal containing elements common to all intervention types. (NOTE: Due to
restrictions in State law, the Re-Start model is not a legal option for schools in Mississippi.) If
an element is relevant for only one intervention model, that element is highlighted as for a
particular intervention model only. For more details about the proposal elements, please see the
LEA Application.

I. Introduction

A. Descriptive Information about the Eligible School—Completion of a chart listing the
official name of the school, the State school code, the NCES school code, Tier
designation, State accountability label, and selected intervention

1. Newly Consolidated School(s) Information (CLOSURE ONLY)—Completion of a
chart listing the official name of the newly consolidated (higher achieving) school(s),
the State school code, the NCES school code, State accountability label, the grades
served by the school(s) (before, during, and after consolidation), and the enrollment
of the newly consolidated school(s)

B. Alignment with the Needs Assessment—Evidence of the completion of a comprehensive
needs assessment and a justification of how the selected intervention model addresses the
school’s needs as defined by the needs assessment

C. Alignment with Intervention Requirements (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION
ONLY)—Comepletion of a chart detailing how the proposal meets each of the
requirements for selected intervention

D. Implementation Milestones—Completion of a chart detailing the major steps in the
implementation process, individuals responsible for accomplishing tasks, evaluation
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metric with which the LEA will know the task has been accomplished, and a timeline

1. Pre-Implementation Plan—Completion of a chart detailing major pre-implementation
tasks, individuals responsible, evaluation metric, and a timeline

Il. Teaching and Learning
A. Curriculum (TURNAROUND/TRANFORMATION ONLY)

1. Research-based—A certification that the LEA uses the Mississippi Curriculum
Frameworks provided by MDE, a description of research-based curricular materials
for core subjects used to support the Mississippi Curriculum Frameworks and
answers to key questions about the school’s process for monitoring the effectiveness
and state alignment of curricular materials

2. Vertical alignment—Answers to key questions about the process of vertical alignment
used by the school, including the process for developing, reviewing, and revising
pacing guides and a schedule for cross-grade planning

B. Instruction (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Instructional Improvement—Explanation of how the school’s proposed instructional
design differs from previous programs

2. Three Tier Instructional Model/Intervention Process (IP)—Identification of
personalized academic and non-academic support services which support the school’s
IP in accordance with State Board of Education Policy 4300; student social-emotional
and community-oriented services and supports for the Turnaround Model may be
listed in this item

3. Special Populations—The school’s plans for using SIG to enhance services for
students with disabilities, students who are English language learners, students who
are academically behind, and gifted students, including but not limited to compliance
with applicable laws and regulations

4. Increased Time—Plans regarding school schedule, length of school day, length of
school year

C. Assessments (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Current assessments—Current internal and external formative, interim, and
summative assessments used to measure and report student progress on the
Performance Framework (see LEA application)

2. Proposed assessments—Proposed internal and external formative, interim, and
summative assessments used to measure and report student progress on the
Performance Framework (see LEA application)

12




3. Data-driven decision-making—Answers to key questions ensuring that the
assessment plan permits immediate analysis, feedback, and targeted instruction to
meet the academic needs of individual students

D. Instructional Leadership and Staff—Completion of a chart which includes a list of
relevant instructional positions, number of full-time equivalents to be employed in each
position, funding source for positions, roles and responsibilities of positions, and lines of
authority for each position

I11. Operation and Support Systems
A. Allocation of Financial Resources

1. Additional Resources—An itemized list of all special revenue sources available to the
school for the support of the school improvement plan, including Federal title funds,
State grants, and philanthropic support
B. Human Resource Systems (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Recruitment and Hiring—Plans for recruiting new school leadership and staff,
including reliance on any Lead Partners

i. Turnaround/Transformation School Leader—A description of the process for
evaluating applicants to select for a strong leader with a proven track record of
success in raising student achievement and, if applicable, increasing graduation
rates

ii. Instructional Staff—A process for evaluating applicants to select for effective
teachers with a record of success in raising student achievement who also possess
qualities that equip them to succeed in the turnaround/transformation environment

iii. Financial incentives—A description of SIG-funded financial incentives (such as
signing bonuses, moving reimbursement, or loan repayment) that the LEA may
use to recruit staff

2. Screening and Re-Hiring No More Than 50% of Current Staff (TURNAROUND
ONLY)—A process for screening and re-hiring current staff with a record of success
in raising student achievement who also possess qualities that equip them to succeed
in the turnaround environment

3. Employment Policies—The school’s leadership and teacher employment policies
which address

i. Placement (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—Process for assigning
teachers to work with specific grades, subjects, and/or groups of students

ii. Financial rewards (TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—Plans for financially rewarding
staff for student achievement by providing individual, team, or school-wide salary
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bonuses, raises, or loan repayment

Opportunities for promotion and career growth (TURNAROUND/
TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—A description of available career ladders for
teachers and leadership and a description of opportunities for highly effective
teachers to help shape and implement the reform effort

Evaluation Policies (TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—Plans for rigorous,
transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for instructional staff and leadership
which incorporate

e Student growth—Evidence that evaluation systems take into account data on
student growth as a significant factor as well as other factors, such as multiple
observation-based assessments of performance and ongoing collections of
professional practice reflective of student achievement and increased high
school graduation rates

e Staff input—Description of how systems have been designed and developed
with teacher and principal involvement

Termination (TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—Process for staff termination after

ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve their professional

practice

C. Organizational Structures and Management

1. Governance (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—An organization chart

that clearly presents the school’s proposed governance structure, including lines of
authority and reporting between the school and the governing board, district-level
staff, any related bodies (such as advisory bodies or parent and teacher councils), and
any external organizations that will play a role in managing the school; turnaround
schools must highlight how the proposed governance structure is new

i. District-Level Staff—District-level staff who will provide services to, or will
oversee, the turnaround/transformation school; funding sources for district-level
staff, the roles and responsibilities of relevant district-level staff, and the lines of
authority and reporting for these positions

ii. School Autonomy—A description of the school leader’s autonomy in making
decisions related to such items as staffing, calendars/time, procedures, and
budgeting or other important operations as well as how such autonomy is tied to
accountability measures

Lead Partners (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION/TIER 111 ONLY)—
Explanations of any external partners central to the school’s operations or who
provide support services to the school, including the scope of work of each external
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partner

3. School Climate (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—An explanation of
how the proposal will address school climate issues (discipline, truancy, teacher
morale/attrition) as identified by the needs assessment

4. Facilities (CLOSURE ONLY)—Information pertaining to the use of facilities,
including any necessary facility changes to accommodate additional students or
students of a different age

D. Support for Teaching and Learning (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Professional Development—Plans for creating targeted, job-specific and job-
embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s instructional
program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate
effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement
school reform strategies and improve academic performance

2. Time for Faculty Collaboration—A chart demonstrating adequate time for regular,
frequent faculty meetings and/or meetings with teams of teachers, i.e. grade level,
department level, special services, to discuss individual student progress, curricular or
grade-level teaching approaches and other reforms, and school-wide efforts in support
of the school proposal

E. Parent and Community Engagement (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)—
Answers to key questions describing ongoing opportunities and structures for parent and
community engagement such as the establishment of organized parent groups, public
meetings involving parents and community members to review school performance and
help develop school improvement plans, surveys to gauge parent and community
satisfaction and support for local public schools, complaint procedures for families,
coordination with local social and health service providers to help meet family needs, and
parent education classes (including GED, adult literacy, and ESL programs). Student
social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for the Turnaround
Model may be listed in this item.

F. Parent and Community Outreach (CLOSURE ONLY)—Plans for parent and community
outreach related to a student’s transition to a new school, including media outreach,
opportunities for questions and answers, and available services

G. Sustainability (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION/TIER Il ONLY)—Explanation of
how the school’s plans for implementation, building human capital, and ongoing
community engagement will support the sustainability of reforms

SIG BUDGETS: A fiscal plan to include
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A. LEA SIG Budget—A budget detailing the use of SIG funds on the district level in the
format provided by MDE

B. LEA Budget Narrative—Description of the budget items included in the LEA’s SIG
budget in the format provided by MDE

C. LEA Alignment—Evidence of alignment of the LEA budget with school-level
budgets and the school proposal narratives

D. School SIG Budget—A budget detailing the use of SIG funds on the school level in
the format provided by MDE

E. School Budget Narrative—Description of the budget items included in the school’s
SIG budget in the format provided by MDE

F. School Alignment—Evidence of alignment of the LEA budget with school-level
budgets and the school proposal narratives

Requirement 2—L ead Partners: Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable to
ensure their quality.

RECRUITMENT, SCREENING, and SELECTION OF LEAD PARTNERS: In order to better
explain to LEAs their options for Lead Partners—and their option not to choose a Lead
Partner—MDE has adopted a nomenclature for the two main types of Lead Partners available to
LEASs in Mississippi. These two types are:
e School Turnaround/Transformation Organizations—School Turnaround/Transformation
Organizations (STTOs) will have a governance role in the school.
e Support Service Providers—Support Service Providers will provide services to the school
but will not have a governance role in the operations of the school.

LEAs will manage the entire process of recruiting, screening, evaluating, and selecting School
Turnaround/ Transformation Organizations and Support Service Providers. LEAs must describe
their process for Lead Partner Contracting in the LEA Application. LEAs must also provide
their model Request for Proposal, including the proposed scope of work potential Lead Partners
must address, and their model Memorandum of Understanding to be used in the contracting
process. MDE has provided LEAs a model MOU that they can use in the LEA Application
Toolkit. During the grant review process, external reviewers will evaluate LEAS responses in
these areas to determine whether LEASs have a rigorous review process. MDE has provided
LEASs with tools for this job in the LEA Application Toolkit. MDE will also provide LEAs any
technical assistance that they require for Lead Partner contracting.

If LEAS choose to contract with a School Turnaround/ Transformation Organization, MDE must
approve the STTO prior to execution of an MOU between the LEA and the STTO. In order to
earn MDE approval of an STTO, LEAs must submit documentation to MDE to demonstrate the
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LEA used a rigorous, evidence-based screening process to select the STTO.

Requirement 3—Financial and Human Capital: Align other resources with the interventions.

FISCAL SUPPORT: LEAs will provide detailed financial information for each school proposal
in addition to its district-wide budget (see Part I, Requirement 3). This financial information will
include a budget, budget narrative, a description of additional (non-SIG) resources, and evidence
of alignment between the school budget and the school proposal. The external reviewers will
judge the adequacy of these resources as part of their review of each School Proposal.

HUMAN RESOURCES: In each school proposal, LEAs will describe how the district will bring
additional human resources to bear on the improvement process through changes in staffing,
staffing processes, or governance structures at the school and district level. An LEA may also
choose to use Lead Partners to build capacity by contracting with them to provide professional
development services or to “source” new staff. The external reviewers will evaluate the
adequacy of an LEA’s human resources as part of their review of the LEA Plan Overview and
each School Proposal.

Requirement 4—Conditions for Reform: Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable
it to implement the interventions fully and effectively.

ANALYSIS OF DISTRICT POLICIES: To assist districts in completing a policy analysis,
MDE has created a policy analysis form within the LEA Application. In this form, MDE has
grouped by topic examples of common LEA policies likely to be affected by SIG. In completing
the form, LEAs will analyze its policies in each policy topic area to determine whether it has
policies that will prevent the full and effective implementation of chosen interventions. The
LEA will then describe whether and how its policies create a barrier to reform. Then, the LEA
will explain how the policy will need to be changed. Finally, the LEA will list a timeline for
proposed policy changes to be adopted by the school board.

External reviewers will evaluate the quality of the completed policy analysis form as part of their
review of the LEA Plan Overview. LEAs will be judged on how comprehensive and thorough

their analysis appears as well as whether proposed changes will adequately remove barriers.

Requirement 5—Sustainability: Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

Although sustainability will ultimately be a function of an LEA’s implementation of its plan,
MDE will assess the probability that an LEA will sustain the reforms after the funding period
ends by the extent to which an LEA’s plan sets a foundation for making the reforms successful.
MDE believes this foundation is composed of an LEA’s plans for
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e Implementation—Does the LEA’s application describe thoughtful, workable plans for
implementation? Implementation plans are discussed in the “Implementation
Milestones” section and the “Pre-Implementation Plan” sub-section in Part I—
Introduction of each school proposal.

e Human Capital Building—Does the LEA’s application describe plans to develop in-
house human capital at the school level over the funding period? Human capital building
is detailed in the “Human Resource Systems” and “Support for Teaching and Learning”
sections of Part I11—Operation and Support Systems in each school proposal.

e Community Engagement—Does the LEA’s application reflect a plan for fostering
community engagement and, as a consequence, support for the reform model at each
school over the funding period? Community engagement plans are provided in the
“Parent and Community Engagement” or the “Parent and Community Outreach” sections
in Part I1l—Operation and Support Systems in each school proposal.

At the end of the School Proposal, LEAs will be asked to synthesize the information in each of
these three pillars in a final question about sustainability. External reviewers will evaluate the
quality of each of the three sections individually and then evaluate the likelihood that the LEA
can sustain the school reforms through the LEA’s answer to the final sustainability question.
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B-1. ADDITIONAL EVALUATION CRITERIA: In addition to the evaluation criteria listed

in Section B, the SEA must evaluate the following information in an LEA’s budget and
application:

| Please note that Section B-1 is a new section added for the FY 2010 application. |

(1) How will the SEA review an LEA’s proposed budget with respect to activities carried out
during the pre-implementation period®to help an LEA prepare for full implementation in the
following school year?

(2) How will the SEA evaluate the LEA’s proposed activities to be carried out during the pre-
implementation period to determine whether they are allowable? (For a description of allowable
activities during the pre-implementation period, please refer to section J of the FY 2010 SIG
Guidance.)

2 “pre-implementation” enables an LEA to prepare for full implementation of a school intervention model at the
start of the 2011-2012 school year. To help in its preparation, an LEA may use FY 2010 and/or FY 2009 carryover
SIG funds in its SIG schools after the LEA has been awarded a SIG grant for those schools based on having a fully
approvable application, consistent with the SIG final requirements. As soon as it receives the funds, the LEA may
use part of its first-year allocation for SIG-related activities in schools that will be served with FY 2010 and/or FY
2009 carryover SIG funds. For a full description of pre-implementation, please refer to section J of the FY 2010 SIG
Guidance.

Insert response to Section B-1 Additional Evaluation Criteria here:

Requirement 1—Budget: Describe how the SEA will review an LEA’s proposed pre-
implementation budget.

On the Year 1 school budget page, LEAs will have to delineate which expenditures are for the
pre-implementation period. Pre-implementation expenditures must align with Section J of the
U.S. Department of Education’s Guidance on FY2010 School Improvement Grant. This pre-
implementation budget items will be reviewed by the external reviewers as part of their
evaluation of the budget.

Requirement 2—Allowable Proposed Activities: Describe how the SEA will review an LEA’s
proposed pre-implementation activities.

Just as the LEA Application requires LEAS to describe their implementation plans in each
School Proposal, the LEA is asked to describe major pre-implementation tasks, persons
responsible, how the LEA will judge when a task has been successfully completed (evaluation
metric), and a timeline. External reviewers will judge pre-implementation plans based the
following criteria:

e Wwhether the proposed activities are directly related to the full and effective
implementation of the model selected for the school;

e whether the proposed activities will address the school’s needs as identified by the LEA;
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whether the activities will advance the overall goal of the SIG program of improving
student academic achievement in persistently lowest-achieving schools;

whether the costs are reasonable and necessary in accordance with general cost
principles; and

whether the proposed use of SIG funds would supplement not supplant other existing
expenditures.
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C. CAPACITY: The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to

implement a school intervention model in each Tier I school.

An LEA that applies for a School Improvement Grant must serve each of its Tier | schools
using one of the four school intervention models unless the LEA demonstrates that it lacks
sufficient capacity to do so. If an LEA claims it lacks sufficient capacity to serve each Tier |
school, the SEA must evaluate the sufficiency of the LEA’s claim. Claims of lack of
capacity should be scrutinized carefully to ensure that LEAs effectively intervene in as many
of their Tier I schools as possible.

The SEA must explain how it will evaluate whether an LEA lacks capacity to implement any
of the school intervention models in its Tier | school(s). The SEA must also explain what it
will do if it determines that an LEA has more capacity than the LEA demonstrates.

SEA is using the same evaluation criteria for || X|SEA has revised its evaluation criteria
capacity as FY 2009. for capacity for FY 2010.

Insert response to Section C Capacity here:

EVALUATING LACK OF CAPACITY: MDE will evaluate district capacity using the
following criteria:
e the LEA’s previous successful experience managing and implementing competitive
grants, including evidence that the grant produced positive student outcomes;
o the role that district executive leadership, i.e., the Superintendent or Conservator, will
have in implementing the intervention model;
e the LEA’s plan to internally monitor implementation;
e whether any school- or district-level personnel who will be involved with the SIG process
have a track record of success in improving student achievement;
e whether the district is currently under state conservatorship or has recently (within the
last five years) emerged from state conservatorship;
e whether the LEA or any school within the LEA been designated as “failing” under the
state accountability model for two consecutive years; and
e whether the LEA’s Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs from the most recent
audit indicates that the auditors have issued an unqualified opinion.

Furthermore, LEAs not serving all Tier | schools due to lack of capacity which may be due, in
part, to serving Tier Il schools, must explain this decision within the LEA Application. External
reviewers will evaluate this explanation in conjunction with their assessment of an LEA’s
capacity.

LEAs WITH MORE CAPACITY THAN DEMONSTRATED: Upon the release of the LEA
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Application, MDE will remind LEAs that they must serve all Tier I schools unless they lack the
capacity to do so. MDE will notify LEAs if MDE determines that an LEA has sufficient capacity
to serve more Tier | schools than the LEA proposes. If MDE determines that an LEA has enough
capacity to serve more Tier I schools and the LEA refuses, MDE may reject the LEA’s
application. Before the application deadline, MDE will offer LEASs technical assistance in
choosing schools to serve and will caution all LEAs considering not serving all Tier I schools to
check with the Office of School Recovery prior to grant submission.
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D (PART 1). TIMELINE: An SEA must describe its process and timeline for approving LEA

applications.

Please note that Section D has been reformatted to separate the timeline into a different section
for the FY 2010 application.

Insert response to Section D (Part 1) Timeline here:

Requirement 1—Application Process & Timeline: Describe the SEA’s process and timeline for
approving LEA applications.

APPLICATION PROCESS: MDE will institute the following process for approving LEA
applications:

o Letters of Intent—LEASs will submit letters of intent to apply for funds to MDE in order
for MDE to recruit enough external parties to serve as application reviewers.

e Application Released—MDE will release the final LEA application upon approval of the
application by the U.S. Department of Education.

e Needs Assessment—Before submitting a proposal, LEAs must ensure that the required
needs assessment has been conducted.

e Phase | Application Submission—MDE will accept LEA applications in two phases. The
first phase will consist of Tier I and Tier Il schools only. If funding remains after Phase |
of the application process, Tier I11 schools will be permitted to apply.

e Application Review—MDE will recruit qualified external reviewers to evaluate
applications based on MDE-created rubrics. These reviewers will determine which
school proposals qualify for a final interview round.

e Interview Round—A small team of MDE staff and external reviewers will interview
school teams with qualifying proposals from the application review. Based on the results
of the interview round, interviewers will determine which school proposals should be
recommended for funding. Recommended school proposals will then be prioritized
based on the SEA prioritization criteria.

e Grant Awards—Using the prioritized list of recommended school proposals, MDE will
award grants to LEAs based on the funding methodology outlined in B. SEA
Requirements, Item 5 from the October 28, 2010, Federal Register (\Vol. 75, No. 208, p.
66369).

e Phase Il Application Submission, if applicable—If funding remains after Phase I, MDE
will accept applications from eligible Tier 111 school and repeat the review process.
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TIMELINE: MDE will adhere to the following timeline for approving LEA applications:

MONTH
November 2010

December 2010

February 2011
March 2011
March/April 2011
April 2011

May 2011
August 2011

ACTION

USDE Webinars/SEA application development
List of schools in each tier disseminated

State application submitted to USDE

LEA letters of intent submitted

Districts receive LEA application after USDE approval
District applications submitted to MDE

District applications reviewed

Grant awards recommended to SBE for approval
LEA grants awarded

Pre-implementation begins

Implementation begins
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D (PARTS 2-8). DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION:

(2) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for
its Tier I and Tier Il schools and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School
Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier | or Tier 1l schools in the LEA that are not
meeting those goals and making progress on the leading indicators in section Ill of the final
requirements.

(3) Describe the SEA’s process for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier Il
schools (subject to approval by the SEA) and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an
LEA’s School Improvement Grant with respect to one or more Tier III schools in the LEA that
are not meeting those goals.

(4) Describe how the SEA will monitor each LEA that receives a School Improvement Grant to
ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully and effectively in the Tier | and
Tier Il schools the LEA is approved to serve.

(5) Describe how the SEA will prioritize School Improvement Grants to LEAs if the SEA does
not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve all eligible schools for which each LEA
applies.

(6) Describe the criteria, if any, that the SEA intends to use to prioritize among Tier Il schools.

(7) If the SEA intends to take over any Tier | or Tier Il schools, identify those schools and
indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school.

(8) If the SEA intends to provide services directly to any schools in the absence of a takeover,
identify those schools and, for Tier I or Tier Il schools, indicate the school intervention model
the SEA will implement in each school and provide evidence of the LEA’s approval to have the
SEA provide the services directly.?

% If, at the time an SEA submits its application, it has not yet determined whether it will provide services directly to
any schools in the absence of a takeover, it may omit this information from its application. However, if the SEA
later decides that it will provide such services, it must amend its application to provide the required information.

DSEA IS using the same descriptive &SEA has revised its descriptive
information as FY 20009. information for FY 2010.

Insert response to Section D (Parts 2-8) Descriptive Information here:

Requirement 2—Tiers | & 11, Evaluation of Student Achievement Goals: Describe the SEA’s
process for reviewing an LEA’s annual goals for student achievement for its Tier I and Tier II
schools and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant
with respect to one or more Tier I or Tier Il schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals

25



and making progress on the leading indicators in section Il of the final requirements.

DEFINING METRICS: Each LEA will be responsible for completing a Performance
Framework which will include both leading and achievement indicators. These are
Leading Indicators

e Number of minutes within the school year and school day;

e Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in
mathematics, by student subgroup;

e Dropout rate;
e Student attendance rate;

e Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB),
early-college high schools, or dual enrollment courses;

e Discipline incidents;
e Truants;

e Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation system;
and

e Teacher attendance rate.

Achievement Indicators
e School improvement status and AYP targets met and missed;

e Percentage of students at or above each proficiency level on State assessments in
reading/language arts and mathematics, by grade and by student subgroup;

e Average scale score on State assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, by
grade, for the “all students” group, for each achievement quartile, and for each subgroup;

e Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language
proficiency;

e Graduation rate; and
e College enrollment.

SETTING TARGETS: In the Performance Framework tool attached to the LEA Application, an
LEA will propose annual performance targets for leading and achievement indicators at each
applicable school. Prior to final approval of a grant award, MDE will review the LEA’s
proposed targets to ensure that they are ambitious yet attainable and that they will help each
school meet applicable Federal and State expectations. Once both parties agree to the
performance targets, they will become part of the School Improvement Grant Memorandum of
Understanding executed between MDE and the LEA before funds are disbursed.
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EVALUATING PROGRESS FOR RENEWAL: MDE will make grant renewal decisions for
each school based on whether the school has satisfied the following requirements in regards to its
annual performance targets for leading and achievement indicators:

e Leading Indicators—A school must meet 6 of 9 leading indicator goals.
e Achievement Indicators—The school must also meet a minimum of 50% of applicable
achievement indicators.

MDE may grant exceptions to this rule only if highly unusual, extenuating circumstances occur.

Requirement 3—Tier 111, Evaluation of Student Achievement Goals: Describe the SEA’s process
for reviewing the goals an LEA establishes for its Tier I11 schools (subject to approval by the
SEA) and how the SEA will determine whether to renew an LEA’s School Improvement Grant
with respect to one or more Tier 111 schools in the LEA that are not meeting those goals.

DEFINING METRICS: Each LEA will be responsible for completing a Performance
Framework which will include both leading and achievement indicators. These are
Leading Indicators

e Number of minutes within the school year and school day;

e Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in
mathematics, by student subgroup;

e Dropout rate;
e Student attendance rate;

e Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB),
early-college high schools, or dual enrollment courses;

e Discipline incidents;
e Truants;

e Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation system;
and

e Teacher attendance rate.

Achievement Indicators
e School improvement status and AYP targets met and missed;

e Percentage of students at or above each proficiency level on State assessments in
reading/language arts and mathematics, by grade and by student subgroup;

e Average scale score on State assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, by
grade, for the “all students” group, for each achievement quartile, and for each subgroup;

e Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language
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proficiency;
e Graduation rate; and

e College enrollment.

SETTING TARGETS: In the Performance Framework tool attached to the LEA Application, an
LEA will propose annual performance targets for leading and achievement indicators at each
applicable school. Prior to final approval of a grant award, MDE will review the LEA’s
proposed targets to ensure that they are ambitious yet attainable and that they will help each
school meet applicable Federal and State expectations. Once both parties agree to the
performance targets, they will become part of the School Improvement Grant Memorandum of
Understanding executed between MDE and the LEA before funds are disbursed.

EVALUATING PROGRESS FOR RENEWAL: MDE will make grant renewal decisions for
each school based on whether the school has satisfied the following requirements in regards to its
annual performance targets for leading and achievement indicators:

e Leading Indicators—A school must meet 6 of 9 leading indicator goals.
e Achievement Indicators—The school must also meet a minimum of 50% of applicable
achievement indicators.

MDE may grant exceptions to this rule only if highly unusual, extenuating circumstances occur.
Requirement 4—SEA Monitoring: Describe how the SEA will monitor each LEA that receives a

School Improvement Grant to ensure that it is implementing a school intervention model fully
and effectively in the Tier I and Tier 1l schools the LEA is approved to serve.

TACTIC 1—REPORTING: MDE will monitor LEA progress in meeting leading and
achievement indicators through a system of electronic and paper reporting.

e MSIS—MDE will use the Mississippi Student Information System to monitor data
pertaining to each indicator that is tracked by MSIS.

e Forms—For the remaining indicators, MDE will provide LEAs with forms for data not
tracked by MSIS.

TACTIC 2—SITE VISITS: MDE will conduct quarterly site visits to each LEA and school that
receives a School Improvement Grant. The site visit protocol will align with the requirements of
the school proposal. Additionally, technical assistance will occur throughout the year to ensure
that the LEA and school are on track to meet annual targets.

TACTIC 3—TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: MDE will provide ongoing technical assistance to
all SIG schools through the Office of School Recovery. For more information about MDE’s
plans for technical assistance, please see Section F: SEA Reservation.

Requirement 5—Prioritization: Describe how the SEA will prioritize School Improvement
Grants to LEAs if the SEA does not have sufficient school improvement funds to serve all
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eligible schools for which each LEA applies.

PRIORITIZATION PROTOCOL.: In the FY10 funding cycle, MDE will accept LEA
applications in two phases. The first phase will consist of Tier | and Tier 11 schools only. If
funding remains after the first phase of review, MDE will accept Tier Il proposals for review.

Within each of these phases, MDE has designed a three-step grant review process. In the first
step, external reviewers will evaluate all proposals according to a rubric created by MDE.
Proposals must meet a cut score on the rubric in order to “qualify” for funding. This cut score
ensures that only high-quality proposals will advance in the review process and be considered for
funding. Proposals that have not met the cut score will be eliminated. In the second step,
qualifying proposals will enter an interview round of competitions. Proposals which score
poorly in the interview round will also be eliminated. The remaining proposals will be
recommended to MDE for funding. MDE will then prioritize these proposals based on the
prioritization criteria below.

CRITERION 1—TIER | DESIGNATION: First, MDE will serve all Tier | schools. To
prioritize among Tier | schools, MDE will apply the following criteria:

e Priority 1la—Schools in LEAs under state conservatorship

e Priority 1b—Schools designated as “failing” under the state accountability system in
LEAs designated as “failing” under the state accountability system

e Priority 1c—Schools designated as “failing” under the state accountability system not in
LEAS designated as “failing” under the state accountability system

e Priority 1d—All schools in LEASs designated as “failing” under the state accountability
system

e Priority 1e—All remaining Tier I schools, ranked by Mississippi’s Quality Distribution
Index

CRITERION 2—TIER 11 DESIGNATION: After all Tier | schools have been served, MDE
will serve Tier Il schools. To prioritize among Tier 1l schools, MDE will apply the following
criteria:

e Priority 2a—Schools in LEAs under state conservatorship

e Priority 2b—Schools designated as “failing” under the state accountability system in
LEAs designated as “failing” under the state accountability system

e Priority 2c—Schools designated as “failing” under the state accountability system not in
LEAs designated as “failing” under the state accountability system

e Priority 2d—All schools in LEAs designated as “failing” under the state accountability
system

e Priority 2e—All remaining Tier Il schools, ranked by Mississippi’s Quality Distribution
Index
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Requirement 6—Tier 111 Prioritization: Describe the criteria, if any, which the SEA intends to
use to prioritize among Tier Il schools.

CRITERION 1—SCHOOLS UNDER STATE CONSERVATORSHIP: Within Tier 111, MDE
intends to prioritize schools under state conservatorship. There are 4 LEAS with a total of 6 Tier
I11 schools under state conservatorship. Among these schools, MDE will prioritize school
proposals that seek to use one of the U.S. Department of Education’s intervention models.

CRITERION 2—FAILING LEAs: MDE’s second priority will be Tier III schools in LEAS
designated as “failing” under the state accountability system. There are 3 unserved Tier 11
schools in “failing” LEAs. One of these schools is in an LEA that is under state conservatorship.
Among these schools, MDE will prioritize school proposals that seek to use one of the U.S.
Department of Education’s intervention models.

CRITERION 3—FAILING SCHOOLS: MDE’s third priority will be Tier III schools labeled as
“failing” under the state accountability system. There is only 1 “failing” Tier 111 school.

CRITERION 4—FEEDER SCHOOLS: MDE’s final priority will be Tier III schools which are
part of a funded Tier I or Tier II school’s feeder pattern. Among these schools, MDE will
prioritize school proposals that seek to use one of the U.S. Department of Education’s
intervention models.

Requirement 7—State Takeover of Schools: If the SEA intends to take over any Tier | or Tier Il
schools, identify those schools and indicate the school intervention model the SEA will
implement in each school.

Below, please find a list of FY10 Tier | and Tier Il schools in LEAs currently under State
conservatorship. Three of these schools are currently being served. Six schools in LEAs under
State conservatorship are eligible to be served with FY10 funds. The LEAs of these six schools
must apply in the competitive process just like non-conservatorship schools. However, MDE has
elected to prioritize serving schools under conservatorship in its prioritization criteria.

LEA School FY10 Tier Status
Hazlehurst School Hazlehurst Middle Tier 1 FY09 Served—
District School Transformation
Indianola School Carver Upper Tier 1 Unserved
District Elementary School
Indianola School Gentry High School | Tier 1 FY09 Served—
District Transformation
North Panola School | Greenhill Elementary | Tier 1 Unserved
District School
Sunflower County Ruleville Middle Tier 1 Unserved
School District School
North Panola School | North Panola High Tier 2 FYQ9 Served—
District School Transformation
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District

Attendance Center

Okolona School Okolona High School | Tier 2 Unserved
District

Sunflower County Ruleville Central Tier 2 Unserved
School District High School

Tate County School Coldwater Tier 2 Unserved

Requirement 8—SEA Direct Service Provision: If the SEA intends to provide services directly to

any schools in the absence of a takeover, identify those schools and, for Tier I or Tier Il schools,
indicate the school intervention model the SEA will implement in each school, and provide
evidence of the LEA’s approval to have the SEA provide the services directly.

Not Applicable—MDE has no plans at this time to provide services directly to any schools that
have not been taken over by the State.
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E. ASSURANCES

By submitting this application, the SEA assures that it will do the following (check each box):
&Comply with the final requirements and ensure that each LEA carries out its responsibilities.

&Award each approved LEA a School Improvement Grant in an amount that is of sufficient size and

scope to implement the selected intervention in each Tier | and Tier Il school that the SEA approves the
LEA to serve.

|X|Ensure, if the SEA is participating in the Department’s differentiated accountability pilot, that its
LEAs will use school improvement funds consistent with the final requirements.

|X|Monitor each LEA’s implementation of the “rigorous review process” of recruiting, screening, and
selecting external providers as well as the interventions supported with school improvement funds.

&To the extent a Tier | or Tier Il school implementing the restart model becomes a charter school LEA,
hold the charter school operator or charter management organization accountable, or ensure that the
charter school authorizer holds the respective entity accountable, for meeting the final requirements.

|X|Post on its Web site, within 30 days of awarding School Improvement Grants, all final LEA
applications and a summary of the grants that includes the following information: name and NCES
identification number of each LEA awarded a grant; total amount of the three year grant listed by each
year of implementation; name and NCES identification number of each school to be served; and type of
intervention to be implemented in each Tier | and Tier Il school.

&Report the specific school-level data required in section 111 of the final requirements.

32




F. SEA RESERVATION: The SEA may reserve an amount not to exceed five percent of its

School Improvement Grant for administration, evaluation, and technical assistance expenses.

The SEA must briefly describe the activities related to administration, evaluation, and technical
assistance that the SEA plans to conduct with any State-level funds it chooses to reserve from
its School Improvement Grant allocation.

Insert response to Section F SEA Reservation here:

TOTAL SEA RESERVATION: $370,925 (5% of SEA total allocation of $7,418,518)

ADMINISTRATION: MDE will spend $200,000 of its reservation over three years to fund one
position to administer the grant and to fund office overhead, such as supplies and materials.

EVALUATION: MDE will spend $60,000 of its reservation to fund an external evaluation and
an MDE liaison to serve an estimated 16 schools to ensure that interventions are implemented
with fidelity at the LEA level and to evaluate the systems of support available to LEAs from the
SEA. Funds will also be used to conduct the grant application and review process.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: MDE will spend $110,925 to provide technical assistance to
LEAs. Services will include on-site monitoring visits; professional development to support
school improvement, teacher quality, administrator quality, data analysis, and turnaround
practices; contractual services with external providers to provide direct assistance to schools that
are identified for specific technical assistance needs during monitoring visits; and travel and
supplies related to providing technical assistance.
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G. CONSULTATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS: The SEA must consult with its Committee
of Practitioners and is encouraged to consult with other stakeholders regarding its application for

a School Improvement Grant.

Before submitting its application for a School Improvement Grant to the Department, the SEA
must consult with its Committee of Practitioners established under section 1903(b) of the ESEA
regarding the rules and policies contained therein.

&The SEA has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
application.

The SEA may also consult with other stakeholders that have an interest in its application.

&The SEA has consulted with other relevant stakeholders, including teacher professional
organizations, civil rights groups, public policy groups, external providers, and higher education

H. WAIVERS: SEAs are invited to request waivers of the requirements set forth below. An

SEA must check the corresponding box(es) to indicate which waiver(s) it is requesting.

WAIVERS OF SEA REQUIREMENTS

Enter State Name Here Mississippi requests a waiver of the State-level requirements it has indicated below. The
State believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase its ability to implement the SIG program effectively in
eligible schools in the State in order to improve the quality of instruction and raise the academic achievement of
students in Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools.

Waiver 1: Tier 1l waiver

Xin order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools for its FY 2010
competition, waive paragraph (a)(2) of the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section 1.A.3 of
the SIG final requirements and incorporation of that definition in identifying Tier Il schools under Section 1.A.1(b)
of those requirements to permit the State to include, in the pool of secondary schools from which it determines those
that are the persistently lowest-achieving schools in the State, secondary schools participating under Title I, Part A
of the ESEA that have not made adequate yearly progress (AYP) for at least two consecutive years or are in the
State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts
and mathematics combined.

Assurance

X]The State assures that it will include in the pool of schools from which it identifies its Tier 1l schools all Title |
secondary schools not identified in Tier I that either (1) have not made AYP for at least two consecutive years; or (2)
are in the State’s lowest quintile of performance based on proficiency rates on the State’s assessments in
reading/language arts and mathematics combined. Within that pool, the State assures that it will identify as Tier Il
schools the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with its approved definition. The State is attaching
the list of schools and their level of achievement (as determined under paragraph (b) of the definition of
“persistently lowest-achieving schools”) that would be identified as Tier II schools without the waiver and those that
would be identified with the waiver. The State assures that it will ensure that any LEA that chooses to use SIG
funds in a Title | secondary school that becomes an eligible Tier 1l school based on this waiver will comply with the
SIG final requirements for serving that school.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the Tier Il waiver for its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest
achieving schools” should request the waiver again only if it is generating new lists of Tier I, Tier 11, and Tier
111 schools.
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Waiver 2: n-size waiver

[In order to enable the State to generate new lists of Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier 1l schools for its FY 2010
competition, waive the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in Section 1.A.3 of the SIG final
requirements and the use of that definition in Section I.A.1(a) and (b) of those requirements to permit the State to
exclude, from the pool of schools from which it identifies the persistently lowest-achieving schools for Tier | and
Tier II, any school in which the total number of students in the “all students” group in the grades assessed is less
than [Please indicate number]

Assurance

[]The State assures that it determined whether it needs to identify five percent of schools or five schools in each tier
prior to excluding small schools below its “minimum n.” The State is attaching, and will post on its Web site, a list
of the schools in each tier that it will exclude under this waiver and the number of students in each school on which
that determination is based. The State will include its “minimum n” in its definition of “persistently lowest-
achieving schools.” In addition, the State will include in its list of Tier Ill schools any schools excluded from the
pool of schools from which it identified the persistently lowest-achieving schools in accordance with this waiver.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the n-size waiver for its FY 2009 definition of “persistently lowest-
achieving schools” should request the waiver again only if it is generating new lists of Tier I, Tier 11, and Tier
111 schools.

Waiver 3: New list waiver

[ |Because the State neither must nor elects to generate new lists of Tier 1, Tier II, and Tier Il schools, waive
Sections I.A.1 and 11.B.10 of the SIG final requirements to permit the State to use the same Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier
I lists it used for its FY 2009 competition.

Assurance
[ ]The State assures that it has five or more unserved Tier | schools on its FY 2009 list.

WAIVERS OF LEA REQUIREMENTS

Enter State Name Here Mississippi requests a waiver of the requirements it has indicated below. These waivers
would allow any local educational agency (LEA) in the State that receives a School Improvement Grant to use those
funds in accordance with the final requirements for School Improvement Grants and the LEA’s application for a
grant.

The State believes that the requested waiver(s) will increase the quality of instruction for students and improve the
academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier I, and Tier Il schools by enabling an LEA to use more effectively
the school improvement funds to implement one of the four school intervention models in its Tier I, Tier Il, or Tier
111 schools. The four school intervention models are specifically designed to raise substantially the achievement of
students in the State’s Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools.

Waiver 4: School improvement timeline waiver
DXWaive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier 11l Title |
participating schools that will fully implement a turnaround or restart model beginning in the 2011-2012 school year
to “start over” in the school improvement timeline.

Assurances

X]The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School
Improvement Grant and requests the waiver in its application as part of a plan to implement the turnaround or restart
model beginning in 2011-2012 in a school that the SEA has approved it to serve. As such, the LEA may only
implement the waiver in Tier I, Tier I, and Tier I11 schools, as applicable, included in its application.

X]The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that
sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the school improvement timeline waiver for the FY 2009
competition and wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2010 competition must request the waiver again
in this application.

Schools that started implementation of a turnaround or restart model in the 2010-2011 school year cannot
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| request this waiver to “start over” their school improvement timeline again. |

Waiver 5: Schoolwide program waiver

DXWaive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to
implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I, Tier Il, or Tier Il Title I participating school that does not meet the
poverty threshold and is fully implementing one of the four school intervention models.

Assurances

X]The State assures that it will permit an LEA to implement this waiver only if the LEA receives a School
Improvement Grant and requests to implement the waiver in its application. As such, the LEA may only implement
the waiver in Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier 11l schools, as applicable, included in its application.

X The State assures that, if it is granted this waiver, it will submit to the U.S. Department of Education a report that
sets forth the name and NCES District Identification Number for each LEA implementing a waiver.

Note: An SEA that requested and received the schoolwide program waiver for the FY 2009 competition and
wishes to also receive the waiver for the FY 2010 competition must request the waiver again in this
application.

PERIOD OF AVAILABILITY WAIVER

Enter State Name Here Mississippi requests a waiver of the requirement indicated below. The State believes that
the requested waiver will increase its ability to implement the SIG program effectively in eligible schools in the
State in order to improve the quality of instruction and improve the academic achievement of students in Tier I, Tier
I1, and Tier Il schools.

Waiver 6: Period of availability of FY 2009 carryover funds waiver
XWaive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to extend the period of
availability of FYY 2009 carryover school improvement funds for the SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2014.

Note: This waiver only applies to FY 2009 carryover funds. An SEA that requested and received this waiver
for the FY 2009 competition and wishes to also receive the waiver to apply to FY 2009 carryover funds in
order to make them available for three full years for schools awarded SIG funds through the FY 2010
competition must request the waiver again in this application.

ASSURANCE OF NOTICE AND COMMENT PERIOD — APPLIES TO ALL WAIVER REQUESTS

(Must check if requesting one or more waivers)

X]The State assures that, prior to submitting its School Improvement Grant application, the State provided all LEAs
in the State that are eligible to receive a School Improvement Grant with notice and a reasonable opportunity to
comment on its waiver request(s) and has attached a copy of that notice as well as copies of any comments it
received from LEAs. The State also assures that it provided notice and information regarding the above waiver
request(s) to the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to the
public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its Web site) and has attached a
copy of, or link to, that notice.
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PART Il: LEA REQUIREMENTS

An SEA must develop an LEA application form that it will use to make subgrants of school
improvement funds to eligible LEAs. That application must contain, at a minimum, the
information set forth below. An SEA may include other information that it deems necessary in
order to award school improvement funds to its LEAs.

Please note that for FY 2010, an SEA must develop or update its LEA application form to
include information on any activities, as well as the budget for those activities, that LEAs plan to
carry out during the pre-implementation period to help prepare for full implementation in the
following school year.

The SEA must submit its LEA application form with its
application to the Department for a School Improvement Grant.
The SEA should attach the LEA application form in a separate
document.

LEA APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

A. SCHOOLS TO BE SERVED: An LEA must include the following information with respect

to the schools it will serve with a School Improvement Grant.

An LEA must identify each Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il school the LEA commits to serve and
identify the model that the LEA will use in each Tier | and Tier 11 school.

TIER
i

SCHOOL
NAME

NCES
ID #

TIER
I

TIER
1

INTERVENTION (TIER I AND I1 ONLY)
turnaround restart closure transformation

Note: An LEA that has nine or more Tier | and Tier Il
schools may not implement the transformation model in
more than 50 percent of those schools.
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B. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION: An LEA must include the following information

in its application for a School Improvement Grant.
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For each Tier I and Tier 11 school that the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must demonstrate that—

e The LEA has analyzed the needs of each school and selected an intervention for each school; and

e The LEA has the capacity to use school improvement funds to provide adequate resources and
related support to each Tier | and Tier Il school identified in the LEA’s application in order to
implement, fully and effectively, the required activities of the school intervention model it has
selected.

If the LEA is not applying to serve each Tier | school, the LEA must explain why it lacks capacity to
serve each Tier | school.

The LEA must describe actions it has taken, or will take, to—

e Design and implement interventions consistent with the final requirements;

e Recruit, screen, and select external providers, if applicable, to ensure their quality;

e Align other resources with the interventions;

e Modify its practices or policies, if necessary, to enable its schools to implement the interventions
fully and effectively; and

e Sustain the reforms after the funding period ends.

The LEA must include a timeline delineating the steps it will take to implement the selected
intervention in each Tier I and Tier II school identified in the LEA’s application.

The LEA must describe the annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both
reading/language arts and mathematics that it has established in order to monitor its Tier | and Tier Il
schools that receive school improvement funds.

For each Tier 111 school the LEA commits to serve, the LEA must identify the services the school
will receive or the activities the school will implement.

The LEA must describe the goals it has established (subject to approval by the SEA) in order to hold
accountable its Tier Il schools that receive school improvement funds.

As appropriate, the LEA must consult with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s application
and implementation of school improvement models in its Tier | and Tier Il schools.
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C. BUDGET: An LEA must include a budget that indicates the amount of school

improvement funds the LEA will use each year in each Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier
I11 school it commits to serve.

The LEA must provide a budget that indicates the amount of school improvement funds the LEA
will use each year to—

Implement the selected model in each Tier | and Tier Il school it commits to serve;

e Conduct LEA-level activities designed to support implementation of the selected school
intervention models in the LEA’s Tier I and Tier II schools; and

e Support school improvement activities, at the school or LEA level, for each Tier Il school
identified in the LEA’s application.

Note: An LEA’s budget should cover three years of full
implementation and be of sufficient size and scope to implement the
selected school intervention model in each Tier | and Tier Il school
the LEA commits to serve. Any funding for activities during the
pre-implementation period must be included in the first year of the
LEA’s three-year budget plan.

An LEA’s budget for each year may not exceed the number of Tier
I, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools it commits to serve multiplied by
$2,000,000 or no more than $6,000,000 over three years.

Example:
LEA XX BUDGET
Year 2 Year 3 Three-Year
Year 1 Budget Budget Budget Total
Year 1 - Full
Pre-implementation | Implementation
Tier | ES#1 $257,000 $1,156,000 $1,325,000 $1,200,000 $3,938,000
Tier | ES#2 $125,500 $890,500 $846,500 $795,000 $2,657,500
Tier | MS #1 $304,250 $1,295,750 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $4,800,000
Tier 11 HS #1 $530,000 $1,470,000 $1,960,000 $1,775,000 $5,735,000
LEA-level
Activities $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $750,000
Total Budget $6,279,000 $5,981,500 $5,620,000 $17,880,500
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D. ASSURANCES: An LEA must include the following assurances in its

application for a School Improvement Grant.

The LEA must assure that it will—

(1) Use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier |
and Tier Il school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final requirements;
(2 Establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both reading/language

arts and mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in section Il of the final
requirements in order to monitor each Tier | and Tier Il school that it serves with school
improvement funds, and establish goals (approved by the SEA) to hold accountable its Tier 111
schools that receive school improvement funds;

@) Ifitimplements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier 1l school, include in its contract or agreement
terms and provisions to hold the charter operator, charter management organization, or education
management organization accountable for complying with the final requirements; and

) Report to the SEA the school-level data required under section Il of the final requirements.

E. WAIVERS: If the SEA has requested any waivers of requirements applicable

to the LEA’s School Improvement Grant, an LEA must indicate which of
those waivers it intends to implement.

The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement. If the LEA does not intend to
implement the waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which
schools it will implement the waiver.

() “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier I and Tier Il Title I participating
schools implementing a turnaround or restart model.

O Implementing a schoolwide program in a Tier | or Tier Il Title | participating school that
does not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold.
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APPENDIX A

SEA ALLOCATIONS TO LEAS AND LEA BUDGETS
Continuing Impact of ARRA School Improvement Grant Funding in FY 2010

Congress appropriated $546 million for School Improvement Grants in FY 2010. In addition,
most States will be carrying over a portion of their FY 2009 SIG allocations, primarily due to the
requirement in section 11.B.9(a) of the SIG final requirements that if not every Tier I school in a
State was served with FY 2009 SIG funds, the State was required to carry over 25 percent of its
FY 2009 SIG allocation, combine those funds with the State’s FY 2010 SIG allocation, and
award the combined funding to eligible LEAs consistent with the SIG final requirements. In

FY 2009, the combination of $3 billion in School Improvement Grant funding from the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and $546 million from the regular FY 2009
appropriation created a unique opportunity for the program to provide the substantial funding
over a multi-year period to support the implementation of school intervention models. In
response to this opportunity, the Department encouraged States to apply for a waiver extending
the period of availability of FY 2009 SIG funds until September 30, 2013 so that States could use
these funds to make three-year grant awards to LEAS to support the full and effective
implementation of school intervention models in their Tier | and Tier 1l schools. All States with
approved FY 2009 SIG applications applied for and received this waiver to extend the period of
availability of FY 2009 SIG funds and, consistent with the final SIG requirements, are using FY
2009 funds to provide a full three years of funding (aka, “frontloading”) to support the
implementation of school intervention models in Tier I and Tier Il schools.

The Department encouraged frontloading in FY 2009 because the extraordinary amount of SIG
funding available in FY 2009 meant that, if those funds had been used to fund only the first year
of implementation of a school intervention model, i.e., to make first-year only awards, there
would not have been sufficient funding for continuation awards in years two and three of the SIG
award period (i.e., SIG funding in FY 2009 was seven times the amount provided through the
regular appropriation). Similarly, the estimated nearly $1.4 billion in total SIG funding available
in FY 2010 (an estimated $825 million in FY 2009 SIG carryover funds plus the $546 million
FY 2010 SIG appropriation) is larger than the expected annual SIG appropriation over the next
two fiscal years; if all funds available in FY 2010 were used to make the first year of three-year
awards to LEAs for services to eligible Tier I and Tier Il schools, there would not be sufficient
funds to make continuation awards in subsequent fiscal years.



Maximizing the Impact of Regular FY 2010 SIG Allocations

Continuing the practice of frontloading SIG funds in FY 2010 with respect to all SIG funds that
are available for the FY 2010 competition (FY 2009 carryover funds plus the FY 2010
appropriation) would, in many States, limit the number of Tier I and Tier Il schools that can be
served as a result of the FY 2010 SIG competition. For this reason, the Department believes that,
for most States, the most effective method of awarding FY 2010 SIG funds to serve the
maximum number of Tier I and Tier Il schools that have the capacity to fully and effectively
implement a school intervention model is to frontload FY 2009 carryover funds while using FY
2010 SIG funds to make first-year only awards.

For example, if a State has $36 million in FY 2009 carryover SIG funds and $21 million in

FY 2010 funds, and awards each school implementing a school intervention model an average of
$1 million per year over three years, the SEA would be able to fund 12 schools with FY 2009
carryover funds (i.e., the $36 million would cover all three years of funding for those 12
schools), plus an additional 21 schools with FY 2010 funds (i.e., the $21 million would cover the
first year of funding for each of those schools, and the second and third years would be funded
through continuation grants from subsequent SIG appropriations). Thus, the State would be able
to support interventions in a total of 33 schools. However, if the same State elected to frontload
all funds available for its FY 2010 SIG competition (FY 2009 carryover funds and its FY 2010
allocation), it would be able to fund interventions in only 19 schools ($57 million divided by $3
million per school over three years).

LEAs that receive first-year only awards would continue to implement intervention models in
Tier | and Tier 11 schools over a three-year award period; however, second- and third-year
continuation grants would be awarded from SIG appropriations in subsequent fiscal years. This
practice of making first-year awards from one year’s appropriation and continuation awards from
funds appropriated in subsequent fiscal years is similar to the practice used for many U.S.
Department of Education discretionary grant programs.

States with FY 2009 SIG carryover funds are invited to apply, as in their FY 2009 applications,
for the waiver to extend the period of availability of these funds for one additional year to
September 30, 2014. States that did not carry over FY 2009 SIG funds, or that carried over only
a small amount of such funds, need not apply for this waiver; such States will use all available
FY 2010 SIG funds to make first-year awards to LEAS in their FY 2010 SIG competitions.

Continuation of $2 Million Annual Per School Cap

For FY 2010, States continue to have flexibility to award up to $2 million annually for each
participating school. This flexibility applies both to funds that are frontloaded and those that are
used for first-year only awards. As in FY 2009, this higher limit will permit an SEA to award
the amount that the Department believes typically would be required for the successful
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implementation of the turnaround, restart, or transformation model in a Tier | or Tier Il school
(e.g., a school of 500 students might require $1 million annually, whereas a large, comprehensive
high school might require the full $2 million annually).

In addition, the annual $2 million per school cap, which permits total per-school funding of up to
$6 million over three years, reflects the continuing priority on serving Tier | or Tier 1l schools.
An SEA must ensure that all Tier I and Tier 11 schools across the State that its LEAs commit to
serve, and that the SEA determines its LEAs have capacity to serve, are awarded sufficient
school improvement funding to fully and effectively implement the selected school intervention
models over the period of availability of the funds before the SEA awards any funds for Tier I11
schools.

The following describes the requirements and priorities that apply to LEA budgets and SEA
allocations.

LEA Budgets

An LEA’s proposed budget should cover a three-year period and should take into account the
following:

1. The number of Tier I and Tier Il schools that the LEA commits to serve and the
intervention model (turnaround, restart, closure, or transformation) selected for each
school.

2. The budget request for each Tier | and Tier 11 school must be of sufficient size and scope
to support full and effective implementation of the selected intervention over a period of
three years. First-year budgets may be higher than in subsequent years due to one-time
start-up costs.

3. The portion of school closure costs covered with school improvement funds may be
significantly lower than the amount required for the other models and would typically
cover only one year.

4. The LEA may request funding for LEA-level activities that will support the
implementation of school intervention models in Tier I and Tier Il schools.

5. The number of Tier 11l schools that the LEA commits to serve, if any, and the services or
benefits the LEA plans to provide to these schools over the three-year grant period.

6. The maximum funding available to the LEA each year is determined by multiplying the
total number of Tier I, Tier 11, and Tier I11 schools that the LEA is approved to serve by
$2 million (the maximum amount that an SEA may award to an LEA for each
participating school).



SEA Allocations to LEAS

An SEA must allocate the LEA share of school improvement funds (i.e., 95 percent of the SEA’s
allocation from the Department) in accordance with the following requirements:

1.

The SEA must give priority to LEASs that apply to serve Tier I or Tier Il schools.

An SEA may not award funds to any LEA for Tier Il schools unless and until the SEA
has awarded funds to serve all Tier I and Tier 11 schools across the State that its LEAS
commit to serve and that the SEA determines its LEAS have capacity to serve.

An LEA with one or more Tier | schools may not receive funds to serve only its Tier IlI
schools.

In making awards consistent with these requirements, an SEA must take into account
LEA capacity to implement the selected school interventions, and also may take into
account other factors, such as the number of schools served in each tier and the overall
quality of LEA applications.

An SEA that does not have sufficient school improvement funds to allow each LEA with
a Tier | or Tier 1l school to implement fully the selected intervention models may take
into account the distribution of Tier | and Tier Il schools among such LEAS in the State
to ensure that Tier | and Tier Il schools throughout the State can be served.

Consistent with the final requirements, an SEA may award an LEA less funding than it
requests. For example, an SEA that does not have sufficient funds to serve fully all of its
Tier | and Tier 11 schools may approve an LEA’s application with respect to only a
portion of the LEA’s Tier I or Tier II schools to enable the SEA to award school
improvement funds to Tier I and Tier Il schools across the State. Similarly, an SEA may
award an LEA funds sufficient to serve only a portion of the Tier 11l schools the LEA
requests to serve.

Note that the requirement in section 11.B.9(a) of the SIG requirements, under which an
SEA that does not serve all of its Tier | schools must carry over 25 percent of its FY 2009
SIG allocation to the following year, does not apply to FY 2010 SIG funds.

An SEA’s School Improvement Grant award to an LEA must:

1.

Include not less than $50,000 or more than $2 million per year for each participating
school (i.e., the Tier I, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools that the LEA commits to serve and
that the SEA approves the LEA to serve).

Provide sufficient school improvement funds to implement fully and effectively one of
the four intervention models in each Tier I and Tier Il school the SEA approves the LEA

to serve or close, as well as sufficient funds for serving participating Tier I11 schools. An
4



SEA may reduce an LEA’s requested budget by any amounts proposed for interventions
in one or more schools that the SEA does not approve the LEA to serve (i.e., because the
LEA does not have the capacity to serve the school or because the SEA is approving only
a portion of Tier I and Tier Il schools in certain LEAS in order to serve Tier | and Tier Il
schools across the State). An SEA also may reduce award amounts if it determines that
an LEA can implement its planned interventions with less than the amount of funding
requested in its budget.

. Consistent with the priority in the final requirements, provide funds for Tier 111 schools
only if the SEA has already awarded funds for all Tier | and Tier Il schools across the
State that its LEAS commit to serve and that the SEA determines its LEAs have capacity
to serve.

Include any requested funds for LEA-level activities that support implementation of the
school intervention models.

. Apportion any FY 2009 carryover school improvement funds so as to provide funding to
LEAs over three years (assuming the SEA has requested and received a waiver to extend
the period of availability to September 30, 2014).

Use FY 2010 school improvement funds to make the first year of three-year grant awards
to LEASs (unless the SEA has received a waiver of the period of availability for its

FY 2010 funds). Continuation awards for years 2 and 3 would come from SIG
appropriations in subsequent fiscal years.



APPENDIX B

Schools an SEA MUST identify Newly eligible schools an SEA MAY identify
in each tier in each tier
Tier | Schools that meet the criteria in paragraph (a)(1) in | Title I eligible® elementary schools that are no higher
the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving achieving than the highest-achieving school that meets the
schools.” criteria in paragraph (a)(1)(i) in the definition of
“persistently lowest-achieving schools” and that are:
¢ in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based
on proficiency rates; or
¢ have not made AYP for two consecutive years.
Tier 1l Schools that meet the criteria in paragraph (a)(2) in | Title I eligible secondary schools that are (1) no higher
the definition of “persistently lowest-achieving achieving than the highest-achieving school that meets the
schools.” criteria in paragraph (a)(2)(i) in the definition of
“persistently lowest-achieving schools” or (2) high schools
that have had a graduation rate of less than 60 percent over a
number of years and that are:
¢ in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based
on proficiency rates; or
¢ have not made AYP for two consecutive years.
Tier 111 | Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, Title 1 eligible schools that do not meet the requirements to
or restructuring that are not in Tier (T be in Tier | or Tier Il and that are:
¢ in the bottom 20% of all schools in the State based
on proficiency rates; or
o have not made AYP for two years.

* «persistently lowest-achieving schools” means, as determined by the State--

(@)(1) Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that--

0] Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring or the lowest-achieving five Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools is greater; or

(i) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60
percent over a number of years; and
(2) Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title | funds that--
(M Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five

secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title | funds, whichever

number of schools is greater; or

(i) 1s a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60

percent over a number of years.

S For the purposes of schools that may be added to Tier I, Tier II, or Tier IIL, “Title I eligible” schools may be
schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I, Part A funds or schools that are Title | participating (i.e.,
schools that are eligible for and do receive Title I, Part A funds).

** Certain Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that are not in Tier | may be in Tier Il
rather than Tier 111. In particular, certain Title | secondary schools in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring that are not in Tier | may be in Tier 11 if an SEA receives a waiver to include them in the pool of
schools from which Tier 11 schools are selected or if they meet the criteria in section 1.A.1(b)(ii)(A)(2) and (B) and

an SEA chooses to include them in Tier II.
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Defining Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools for Mississippi

Mississippi used the guidance issued in support of School Improvement Grants and State Fiscal
Stabilization Funds to define persistently low achieving schools in Mississippi. Specific steps
and procedures were followed in defining those schools.

Before defining persistently low achieving schools in the state, certain elements relating to
persistently low achieving schools had to be defined.

The following definitions are for purposes of defining persistently low achieving schools.

1. Asecondary school is defined as any school whose lowest grade taught is no lower than
grade 7.

2. A high school is defined as any school whose highest grade taught is grade 12.

3. “A number of years” for purposes of determining “lack of progress” on Mississippi’s
assessments is determined using assessments from the 2007-2008 through 2009-2010
school years. For a school formed in 2009-2010, “a number of years” would be only the
2009-2010 school year.

4. “A number of years” for purposes of determining whether a high school has had a
graduation rate less than 60 percent is 3 years. Mississippi has adopted and used the
cohort graduation rate as proposed by the National Governor’s Association for a
number of years. However, those cohort graduation rates have been calculated at the
school level for only 3 years. Consequently, we only have three years of longitudinal
data at the school level.

In determining the 2010 Persistently Lowest Achieving Schools, 847 schools were considered.
Within those schools, the lowest quintile of performance fell at 50.7% proficiency. In Tier |
schools, the performance of the highest-achieving school in the lowest five percent is 37.2%
and in Tier Il the performance of the highest-achieving school in the lowest five schools is
50.3%.

Mississippi currently has 116 schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring; 20 of
these schools meet the criteria for Tier |, 15 meet the criteria for Tier 2, and 81 meet the criteria
for Tier 3. Of the 251 secondary schools, 73 are eligible for but do not receive Title | funds; the
lowest-achieving five schools in this category will be classified as Tier Il schools.
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Establishing Percent Proficient and Above

Next, the State decided to use a single percentage of students proficient and above in Language
Arts and Mathematics for each school. For 2007-2008 through 2009-2010, the total number of
students in the “all students” group who took the language arts assessment and the total
number of students in the “all students” group who took the mathematics assessment were
combined to provide one overall count of all students taking the language arts and/or
mathematics assessments. Of those students, the number scoring proficient or advanced
(proficient and above) were determined. The number scoring proficient or advanced was then
divided by the total number taking the assessments with the resulting quotient representing
the overall percentage proficient or advanced for each school.

Establishing “Lack of Progress” and “Academic Achievement”

For each year, the schools were ranked with from lowest to highest. A rank of “one”
represented the lowest performing school in that year up through the highest performing
school in that year. Any school not in existence during that particular year was excluded from
the ranking. Once a ranking from each year was established, an average ranking for each
school was determined by combining the rankings of a school and then dividing by the number
of rankings available for that school. This average ranking then became the “progress” of each
school “over a number of years” while the ranking for the 2009-2010 school year became the
“academic achievement” of each school. In each ranking, lower rankings reflect lower progress
and achievement.

Weighting “Lack of Progress” and “Academic Achievement”

After establishing the academic achievement and lack of progress for each school, the
weighting of each factor was considered. Realizing that the performance of a school should be
considered longitudinally and not in the context of one year, it was decided to weight progress
over time more heavily than the performance in a single year. In determining the final ranking
of each school, it was decided that progress would account for 80% of the final ranking and
achievement the other 20%.
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Determining the lowest quintile

The next step was to decide the lowest quintile of all schools in the state. All schools were
sorted in ascending order and the bottom 20% was determined. In this step, it was determined
that the lowest quintile represents those schools whose percentage proficient or above is no
higher than 50.7%.

Determining Tier | schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring

Schools were limited to those Title | schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.
The lowest performing five schools from this category were determined based on the weighted
average of “Lack of Progress” and “Academic Achievement.” This step resulted in five schools
identified as Tier | schools.

Determining Tier | high schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring with a

graduation rate of 60% or less for a number of years

The list of schools in improvement was limited to high schools with a graduation rate of 60% or
less for three years; doing so resulted in no schools being identified as a Tier | school.

Determining Tier |l secondary schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title | funds

These eligible secondary schools not receiving Title | funds were ranked based on their
weighted average of “Lack of Progress” and “Academic Achievement.” The lowest performing
five schools from this category were determined resulting in five Tier Il schools.

Determining Tier Il high schools that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title | funds with a

graduation rate of 60% or less for a number of years

The list of secondary schools eligible for but not receiving Title | funds was limited to high
schools with a graduation rate of 60% or less for three years; doing so resulted in no schools
being identified as a Tier Il school as a result of this criteria.
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Using the above steps and criteria, Mississippi has identified six Tier | schools and five Tier Il
schools that are defined as Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools.

Using the guidance dated January 20, 2010, the state expanded the list of schools identified in
Tiers | and Il for inclusion in the School Improvement Grant under the Consolidated

Appropriations Act, 2010.
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2010 Schools Eligible to Apply for School Improvement Grants

Tier | schools

Schools Identified as Tier | Using the Original Guidance

Criteria 1 — The lowest-achieving five percent of schools in some level of improvement during the
2010-2011 school year.

District School

Coahoma County Lyon Elementary School

Drew Drew Hunter High School
Greenville Greenville-Weston High School
Indianola Gentry High School*

Jackson Public Wingfield High School*
Jefferson County Jefferson County Jr. High School
Kemper County Kemper County High School
Sunflower County Ruleville Middle School

*Although Gentry High School and Wingfield High School were originally identified in the lowest performing six
schools, there acceptance of a SIG grant in the 2009-2010 competition required the selection of the next two
lowest performing schools. Wingfield High School and Gentry High School will not be eligible for additional
FY2010 SIG funds during the second cycle of grant funding.

Criteria 2 — High schools in some level of improvement during the 2010-2011 school year and have had
a graduation rate of less than 60% for three years.

District | School

B No Schools were identified using this criteria.

Schools Identified as Tier | Using the New Guidance

Criteria 3 — Title I-eligible elementary schools that have not made AYP for two consecutive years
— AND-- are no higher performing than the highest performing school in Criteria 1.

District School

Clarksdale W A Higgins Middle School*
Covington County Carver Middle School
Hazlehurst City Hazlehurst Middle School *
Hollandale Sanders Elementary
Indianola Carver Upper Elementary
Jackson Public Whitten Middle School
McComb Kennedy Elementary
Meridian George W Carver Middle
North Panola Greenhill Elementary School
Shaw McEvans School

West Bolivar West Bolivar District Middle
West Tallahatchie R H Bearden Elementary
Yazoo City McCoy Elementary

* W A Higgins Middle School and Hazlehurst Middle School received SIG in FY2009 and will not be eligible for
additional FY2010 SIG funds during the second cycle of grant funding.
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Criteria 4 — Title I-eligible elementary schools that are no higher performing than the highest
performing school in Criteria 1- AND-- are in the lowest 20% of performance of all schools.

District School

Clarksdale J W Stamply Elementary School
Coahoma County Friars Point Elementary School
Greenville Stern Elementary School
Hollandale Chambers Middle School

Holmes County

Lexington Elementary School

Holmes County

Williams Sullivan Elementary School

Jefferson County

Jefferson County Elementary School

Kemper County

West Kemper Elementary School

Leake County

South Leake Elementary School
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Tier Il schools

Schools Identified as Tier Il Using the Original Guidance

Criteria 5 — The five lowest-achieving secondary schools eligible for but not receiving Title | funds.

District School

Columbus Columbus High School
East Tallahatchie Charleston High School
Laurel Laurel High School
Vicksburg-Warren Vicksburg High School
Western Line Riverside High School

Criteria 6 — Secondary schools eligible for but not receiving Title | funds that have had a graduation
rate of less than 60% for three years.

B No Schools were identified using this criteria.

Criteria 7 — Title I-eligible secondary schools (whether receiving funds or not) that have not made AYP
for two consecutive years — AND-- are no higher performing than the highest performing
school in Criteria 5.

* Leflore County High School and North Panola High School received SIG in FY2009 and will not be eligible for

additional FY2010 SIG funds during the second cycle of grant funding.

District School

Aberdeen Aberdeen High School
Canton Canton Public High School
Clarksdale Clarksdale High School

Coahoma County

Coahoma County Jr/Sr High School

Covington County

Mt. Olive Attendance Center

Holmes County

Williams-Sullivan High School

Jackson Public

Bailey Magnet School

Jackson Public

Provine High School

Leake County

South Leake High School

Leflore County

Amanda Elzy High School

Leflore County

Lefore County High School *

Meridian Meridian High School
North Panola North Panola High School *
South Pike South Pike Sr. High School

Sunflower County

Ruleville Central High School

Walthall County

Dexter Attendance Center

Yazoo City

Yazoo City High School
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Criteria 8 — Title I-eligible secondary schools (whether receiving funds or not) that have not made AYP
for two consecutive years — AND-- have had a graduation rate of less than 60% for three
years.

District ‘ School

B No Schools were identified using this criteria.

Schools Identified as Tier Il Using the New Guidance

Criteria 9 — Title I-eligible secondary schools (whether receiving funds or not) that are no higher
performing than the highest performing school in Criteria 5—- AND-- are in the lowest 20%
of performance of all schools.

*Port Gibson High School received SIG in FY2009 and will not be eligible for additional FY2010 SIG funds during

the second cycle of grant funding.

District School

Claiborne County Port Gibson High School *
Forest City Forest High School

Hinds County Raymond High School
Hollandale Simmons High School

Jackson Public

Lanier High School

Leake County

Thomastown Attendance Center

Lowndes County

West Lowndes High School

Natchez-Adams

Natchez High School

Newton City Newton High School
North Bolivar Broad Street High School
Okolona Okolona High School

Oktibbeha County

East Oktibbeha County High School

Oktibbeha County

West Oktibbeha County High School

Perry County Perry Central High School
Quitman County M S Palmer High School
South Delta South Delta High School

Tate County

Coldwater Attendance Center

West Tallahatchie

West Tallahatchie High School

Criteria 10 — Title I-eligible secondary schools (whether receiving funds or not) that are in the lowest
20% of performance of all schools — AND-- have had a graduation rate of less than 60% for
three years.

B No Schools were identified using this criteria.
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Tier 11l schools

Schools Identified as Tier lll Using the Original Guidance

Criteria 11 — Remaining schools in some level of improvement during the 2010- 2011 school year.
*Hazlehurst High School received SIG in FY2009 and will not be eligible for additional FY2010 SIG funds during

the second cycle of grant funding.

District

School

Amite County

Amite County High School

Benton County

Ashland High School

Brookhaven Alexander Jr. High School

Canton Nichols Middle School

Carroll County J Z George High School

Coahoma AHS Coahoma Agricultural High School
Columbus Hunt Intermediate School

Copiah County

Crystal Springs High School

Copiah County

Crystal Springs Middle School

Covington County

Collins High School

Covington County

Seminary High School

Covington County

Seminary Middle School

Drew A W James Elementary School
East Tallahatchie Charleston Middle School

Forest City Hawkins Middle School

Forrest County AHS Forrest County Agricultural High School
Greenwood Threadgill Elementary School
Hattiesburg 9" Grade Academy - HHS
Hattiesburg Hattiesburg High School
Hattiesburg Hawkins Elementary School
Hattiesburg N R Burger Middle School
Hattiesburg Woodley Elementary School
Hazlehurst City Hazlehurst High School *

Hinds County Utica Elementary/Middle School
Holly Springs Holly Springs Primary

Holly Springs Holly Springs Intermediate School

Houston Separate

Houston High School

Houston Separate

Houston Middle School

Indianola

Lockard Elementary

Jackson Public

Blackburn Middle School

Jackson Public

Chastain Middle School

Jackson Public

Hardy Middle School

Jackson Public

Northwest Middle School

Jackson Public

Peeples Middle School

Jackson Public

Powell Middle School

Jackson Public

Siwell Middle School

Jefferson County

Jefferson Upper Elementary School
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Criteria 11 Continued

Jones County

East Jones Elementary School

Leake County

Carthage Elementary School

Leake County

Carthage High School

Leflore County

East Elementary School

Lincoln County

Enterprise School

Lowndes County

New Hope High School

Lowndes County

West Lowndes Middle School

Lumberton

Lumberton High School

Marion County

East Marion High School

Marion County

West Marion High School

Marion County

West Marion Primary School

Marshall County

Byhalia High School

Marshall County

Byhalia Middle School

Marshall County

H W Byers Elementary

McComb Otken Elementary
McComb McComb High School
Meridian Magnolia Middle School
Moss Point Magnolia Jr. High School

Natchez-Adams

Morgantown Elementary School

Natchez-Adams

Robert Lewis Middle School

Neshoba County

Neshoba Central Elementary School

Neshoba County

Neshoba Central Middle School

Nettleton Nettleton Middle School
North Panola Crenshaw Elementary School
North Pike North Pike Middle School

Noxubee County

B F Liddell Middle School

Noxubee County

Noxubee County High School

Oxford

Oxford Middle School

Pascagoula Gautier Middle School
Pascagoula Pascagoula High School
Picayune Picayune Jr. High School
Poplarville Middle School of Poplarville

Quitman County

Quitman County Elementary School

Smith County

Mize Attendance Center

South Panola

Batesville Jr. High School

South Panola

Batesville Middle School

Union County

East Union Attendance Center

Vicksburg-Warren

Vicksburg Intermediate School

Walthall County

Tylertown Upper Elementary School

Webster County

Eupora Elementary School

West Point

West Point High School

Western Line

O’Bannon High School

Wilkinson County

Wilkinson County High School
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Yazoo City B E Woolfolk Middle School

Yazoo City Webster Street Elementary School

Schools Identified as Tier lll Using the New Guidance

Criteria 12 — Title I-eligible schools (whether receiving funds or not) that have not made AYP
consecutively for the past two years.

District School

Alcorn County Kossuth High School

Columbus Lee Middle School

Forrest County Dixie Attendance Center

George County George County Middle School

Gulfport Gulfport High School

Hancock County Hancock County High School

Hinds County Byram Middle School

Houston Separate Houston Upper Elementary School

Iltawamba County [tawamba Attendance Center

Jackson Public Murrah High School

Kosciusko Kosciusko Sr. High School

Lafayette County Lafayette County Middle School

Lauderdale County NE Lauderdale High School

Lee County Guntown Middle School

Meridian Northwest Jr. High School

Moss Point Moss Point High School

Nettleton Nettleton High School

Picayune Picayune Memorial High School

Pontotoc County South Pontotoc High School

Quitman Quitman High School

Rankin County Richland High School

Stone County Stone High School

Stone County Stone Middle School

Vicksburg-Warren Vicksburg Jr. High School

Vicksburg-Warren Warren Central High School

Vicksburg-Warren Warren Central Intermediate School

Criteria 13 — Title I-eligible schools (whether receiving funds or not) that have are in the lowest 20% of
performance of all schools.

District School

Aberdeen Belle Elementary School

Aberdeen Prairie Elementary School

Attala County Long Creek Attendance Center

Cleveland Bell Elementary School

Clarksdale Booker T Washington International Studies School

Clarksdale Kirkpatrick School

Clarksdale Heidelberg School

Cleveland D M Smith Middle School
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Cleveland

Nailor Elementary School

Covington County

Collins Elementary School

Covington County

Hopewell Elementary School

Forrest County

Earl Travillion Attendance Center

Forrest County

Rawls Springs Attendance Center

Franklin County

Franklin Jr. High School

Franklin County

Franklin Upper Elementary School

Greenville Boyd Elementary School
Greenville Solomon Middle School
Greenwood Davis Elementary School
Greenwood Greenwood Middle School
Greenwood W C Williams Elementary School

Holmes County

J J McClain Middle School

Holmes County

Mileston Elementary School

Holmes County

S V Marshall Elementary School

Humphreys County

Humphreys Jr. High School

Indianola

Robert L Merritt Middle School

Jackson Public

Galloway Elementary School

Jackson Public

Hopkins Elementary School

Jackson Public

Isable Elementary School

Jackson Public

Johnson Elementary School

Jackson Public

Lee Elementary School

Jackson Public

Marshall Elementary School

Jackson Public

North Jackson Elementary School

Jackson Public

Spann Elementary School

Jackson Public

Wilkins Elementary School

Kemper County

East Kemper Attendance Center

Laurel

Laurel Middle School

Laurel Oak Park Elementary School
Laurel Stainton Elementary School
Leland Leland School Park

Lee County Verona Elementary School

Leflore County

Amanda Elzy Elementary School

Madison County

East Flora Elementary School

Marion County

East Marion Elementary School

Marion County

East Marion Primary School

Marion County

West Marion Elementary School

Marshall County

Byhalia Elementary School

Meridian Crestwood Elementary School
Meridian Oakland Heights Elementary School
Meridian West Hills Elementary School
Meridian T J Harris Elementary

Mound Bayou

| T Montgomery Elementary School

Nettleton

Nettleton Primary School

Mississippi Department of Education | December 15, 2010 -



North Panola

Como Elementary School

North Panola

North Panola Jr. High School

Okolona Okolona Elementary School
Oktibbeha County East Oktibbeha County Elementary School
Pascagoula Jackson Elementary School

Simpson County

Mage Elementary School

Sunflower County

Ruleville Central Elementary School

Tate County

Independence Middle School

Tunica County

Tunica Middle School

Vicksburg-Warren

Dana Road Elementary School

Walthall County

Tylertown Lower Elementary School

West Jasper Bay Springs Middle School
Western Line O’Bannon Elementary School
Wilkinson Finch Elementary School
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INSTRUCTIONS

Overview of the School Improvement Grant Application

The FY2010 Local Education Agency (LEA) Application consists of four parts: the LEA Plan
Overview, the School Proposal, SIG Budgets, and requested appendices. An LEA applying for
multiple schools will submit an LEA Plan Overview, a unique School Proposal, SIG Budgets, and
appropriate appendices for each applicant school. (For example, if an LEA is going to apply for
three schools, the LEA will submit 3 identical LEA Plan Overviews, 3 unique School Proposals, 3
unique SIG Budgets, and 3 sets of appendices.) With every LEA Application, an LEA must
provide a completed Mississippi Department of Education (MDE)-formatted cover page, the
official MDE checklist, a signed copy of the LEA Assurances, and a completed LEA waiver
request form. All of these documents can be found in the LEA Application.

Special Instructions for Tier Ill Schools

Like Tier | and Tier Il schools, all Tier lll schools must complete and submit the LEA Application
in order to obtain SIG funds. Unlike Tier | and Tier Il schools, Tier Illl schools are not required to
implement one of the four U.S. Department of Education-approved intervention models. Tier
Il schools choosing to exercise this option must nevertheless ensure that proposed strategies
are research-based and designed to address the particular needs of the school. Furthermore,
Tier Il schools must submit the LEA Plan Overview and SIG Budgets in their entirety. In
completing the School Proposal, Tier lll schools choosing not to implement one of four models
should complete the sections marked “All” (highlighted in green), any sections marked “Tier 111"
(highlighted in yellow or red), and any other sections necessary to fully and clearly explain the
school’s proposed reform strategies.

Overview of LEA Application Toolkit

The LEA Application Toolkit has been created to assist LEAs in developing high-quality
applications. Some tools in the Toolkit are intended to be attached to the LEA Application as
appendices. Other tools are for planning or information only. The following Tools should be
completed and submitted with the LEA Application in the appendices:

SIG Stakeholder Consultation Sign-In
Memorandum of Understanding
Performance Framework

Selecting an Intervention Model
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APPLICATION PROCESS AND TIMELINE

The School Improvement Grant application process is as follows:

Letters of Intent—LEAs will submit letters of intent to apply for funds to MDE in order for
MDE to recruit enough external parties to serve as application reviewers.

Application Released—MDE will release the final LEA application upon approval by the U.S.
Department of Education.

Needs Assessment—Before submitting a proposal, LEAs must ensure that the required
needs assessment has been conducted.

Phase | Application Submission—MDE will accept LEA applications in two phases. The first
phase will consist of Tier | and Tier Il schools only. If funding remains after Phase | of the
application process, Tier Il schools will be permitted to apply.

The LEA must submit one (1) original of the written application and an electronic copy saved
to a CD in “read only” PDF format. The CD must be clearly labeled to indicate the district
name, application name, and the due date of the application. By submitting the CD, the
district is assuring that the information contained in the original copy and the electronic
version are one in the same and the MDE may use either for evaluation purposes. The LEA
must submit the application by 3:30 P.M., March 25, 2011 to the following address:

Hand Deliver Proposals to: Lorraine Wince
Office of Procurement
Mississippi Department of Education
Central High School Building
359 North West Street—Suite 307
Jackson, MS

Mail Proposals to: Lorraine Wince
Office of Procurement
Mississippi Department of Education
Post Office Box 771
Jackson, MS 39201-0771

Ship Proposals to: Lorraine Wince

(FedEx, UPS, etc.) Office of Procurement
Mississippi Department of Education
359 North West Street
Jackson, MS 39201

The LEA is responsible for ensuring that the proposal is delivered by the deadline and
assumes all risks of delivery. Proposals and modifications received after the time set in the
proposal will be considered late and will not be accepted or considered for an award. At



the time of receipt of the proposal, the proposals will be dated, stamped, and recorded in
Suite 307 of Central High School Building. Incomplete proposals will not be evaluated and
will not be returned for revisions.

e Application Review—MDE will recruit qualified external reviewers to evaluate applications
based on MDE-created rubrics. These reviewers will determine which school proposals
qualify for a final interview round.

e Interview Round—A small team of MDE staff and external reviewers will interview school
teams with proposals qualifying from the application review. Based on the results of the
interview round, interviewers will determine which school proposals should be
recommended for funding. Recommended school proposals will then be prioritized based
on the SEA prioritization criteria.

e Grant Awards—Using the prioritized list of recommended school proposals, MDE will award
grants to LEAs based on a funding methodology approved by the State Board of Education.

e Phase Il Application Submission, if applicable—If funding remains after Phase |, MDE will
accept applications from eligible Tier Il school and repeat the review process.
This grant process will align with the following timeline:

MONTH ACTION

November 2010 USDE Webinars/SEA application development
List of schools in each tier disseminated

December 2010 State application submitted to USDE
LEA letters of intent submitted

February 2011 Districts receive LEA application after USDE approval

March 2011 Phase | district applications submitted to MDE

March/April 2011 District applications reviewed

May 2011 Grant awards recommended to SBE for approval
LEA grants awarded

June 2011 Pre-implementation begins

August 2011 Implementation begins
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FY2010 1003(g) CHECKLIST

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete a checklist for each applicant school. Failure to include items marked with will cause
the application to be rejected. Failure to include items marked with “+” will negatively affect the application’s
score.

uxn

District: School: Intervention Model: Select one...

Item For LEA use For MDE use

Cover Page* [_] Completed and attached. | ] Completed and attached.

|:| CD of proposal included. [] Not completed or not attached.
LEA Assurances* [_]Signed copy attached. [ signed copy attached.
|:| Copy not signed or not
attached.

Waiver Request Form* [_] Waiver form attached. [] Waiver form attached.

[] waiver form not attached.

LEA Plan Overview* [ ] Copy attached. [ ] Copy attached.

Complete and attach a copy of [] Copy not attached.
the LEA Plan Overview for each
applicant school.

School Proposal* [_] Unique proposal attached. | ] Unique proposal attached.
Complete and attach a unique [] Attached proposal is not unique
School Proposal for each (for a different school).
applicant school. [ ] Proposal not attached.

Appendicest [_] Checklist completed and [] Checklist completed and
Complete and attach the attached. attached.
checklist of appendices within |:| All relevant appendices [] All relevant appendices
the LEA Application. Also, attached.
attach all relevant appendices attached. [[] Some or all appendices are
in the order appearing on the missing.
checklist.

SIG Budgets* [_] Completed and attached. | []All budget pages completed and
Complete and attach the SIG [ ] ARRA Exhibits 1 and 2 attached and relevant.

Budget pages for each applicant attached. [[] Missing one or more budget
school. years.
|:| Budget pages attached do not
correspond to school proposal.

FOR MDE USE ONLY

Notes:




LEA ASSURANCES

Certain terms and conditions are required for receiving funds under the School Improvement
Grant and through the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE); therefore, by signing the
following assurances, the grantee agrees to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local
laws, ordinances, rules and regulations, provisions and public policies required and all
assurances in the performance of this grant as stated below.

School Improvement Grant (SIG) 1003(g)
The LEA must sign and return a copy of the following assurances as part of its application.

The LEA will use its School Improvement Grant to implement fully and effectively one of the
following interventions in each of its Tier |, Tier I, and Tier lll schools identified on the LEA grant
application: (A) Turnaround Model; (B) Closure Model; (C) Transformation Model. LEA
implementation of intervention models should adhere to all regulations in accordance with the
final requirements for School Improvement Grants under section 1003(g) of Title | of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/sif/2010-27313.pdf).

The LEA will establish annual goals for student achievement on the State’s assessments in both
reading/language arts and mathematics and measure progress on the leading indicators in
Section Il of the final requirements in order to monitor each Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier lll school
that it serves with school improvement funds.

The LEA will report to the SEA school-level data that is required under Section Il of the final
requirements, for the school year prior to implementing the intervention and for each year
thereafter for which the SEA allocates school improvement funds under section 1003(g) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

- Number of minutes within the school year and school day;

- Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in
mathematics, by student subgroup;

- Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB),
early-college high schools, or dual enrollment classes;

- Dropout rate;
— Student attendance rate;
- Discipline incidents;

— Truants;


http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/2010-27313.pdf

- Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation system;
— Teacher attendance rate;

- Percentage of students at or above each proficiency level on State assessments in
reading/language arts and mathematics, by grade and by student subgroup;

- Average scale scores on State assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics,
by grade, for the “all students” group, for each achievement quartile, and for each
subgroup;

- Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language
proficiency;

- School improvement status and AYP targets met and missed;
- College enrollment rates; and
— Graduation rate.

MDE will make grant renewal decisions for each school based on whether the school has
satisfied the following requirements in regards to its annual performance targets for leading
and achievement indicators:

= [eading Indicators—A school must meet 6 of 9 leading indicator goals.

=  Achievement Indicators—The school must also meet a minimum of 50% of applicable
achievement indicators.

MDE may grant exceptions to this rule only if highly unusual, extenuating circumstances occur.

The LEA must conduct a comprehensive needs assessment of the school(s), and as needed,
assist in the implementation of the intervention model.

LEAs that commit to serve one or more Tier |, Tier Il, or Tier lll schools that do not receive Title |,
Part A funds are to ensure that each of those schools receive all of the State and local funds it
would have received in the absence of the School Improvement Grant funds.

A. LEAs should include in any contracts with outside providers terms or provisions that will
enable the LEA to ensure full and effective implementation of the model.

B. LEAs cannot use School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds to support district-level
activities for schools that are not receiving SIG funds.

C. LEAs with a school implementing a school improvement timeline waiver of Section
1116(b)(12) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) would begin



the improvement timeline anew beginning the first year in which the improvement
model is being implemented. For example, with respect to SIG grants made using FY
2010 funds for implementation in the 2011-2012 school year, the school would start the
improvement timeline over beginning with the 2011-2012 school year.

Awarded programs understand future funding opportunities may be hindered if reporting
and/or performance expectations per this or any grant opportunity/contract with MDE have
not been met and/or reports are not submitted in a timely fashion.

The MDE may cancel an award immediately if the State finds that there has been a failure to
comply with the provisions of an award, the reasonable progress has not been made or that the
purposes for which the funds were awarded/granted have not been or will not be fulfilled.

State Assurances

MDE requires that each LEA will establish an LEA-based School Improvement Officer or School
Improvement Office that will be responsible for taking an active role in the day-to-day
management of turnaround efforts at the school level in each identified Tier |, Tier Il and Tier IlI
school to be served by the application and for coordinating with the SEA.

Changes
This agreement will not be modified, altered, or changed except by mutual agreement by an

authorized representative(s) of each party to this agreement and must be confirmed in writing
through the Mississippi Department of Education grant modification procedures.

Independent Grantee

The grantee shall perform all services as an independent grantee and shall discharge all of its
liabilities as such. No act performed or representation made, whether oral or written, by
grantee with respect to third parties shall be binding on the Mississippi Department of
Education.

Termination

The Mississippi Department of Education, by written notice, may terminate this grant, in whole
or in part, if funds supporting this grant are reduced or withdrawn. To the extent that this grant
is for services, and if so terminated, the Mississippi Department of Education shall be liable only
for payment in accordance with payment provision of this grant for services rendered prior to
the effective date of termination.

The Mississippi Department of Education, in whole or in part, may terminate this grant for
cause by written notification. Furthermore, the Mississippi Department of Education and the
grantee may terminate this grant, in whole or in part, upon mutual agreement.

Either the Mississippi Department of Education or the grantee may terminate this agreement at
any time by giving 30 days written notice to the other party of such termination and specifying
the effective date thereof. The grantee shall be paid an amount which bears the same ratio to



the total compensation as the services actually performed bear to the total services of the
grantee covered by the agreement, less payments of compensation previously made.

Access to Records

The grantee agrees that the Mississippi Department of Education, or any of its duly authorized
representatives, at any time during the term of this agreement, shall have access to, and the
right to audit and examine any pertinent books, documents, papers, and records of the grantee
related to the grantee’s charges and performance under this agreement. Such records shall be
kept by grantee for a period of five (5) years after final payment under this agreement, unless
the Mississippi Department of Education authorizes their earlier disposition. Grantee agrees to
refund to the Mississippi Department of Education any overpayments disclosed by any such
audit. However, if any litigation, claim, negotiation, audit or other action involving the records
has been started before the expiration of the 5-year period, the records shall be retained until
completion of the actions and resolution of all issues, which arise from it.

Laws
This agreement, and all matters or issues collateral to it, shall be governed by, and construed in
accordance with the laws of the State of Mississippi.

Legal Authority
The grantee assures that it possesses legal authority to apply for and receive funds under this
agreement.

Equal Opportunity Employer

The grantee shall be an equal opportunity employer and shall perform to applicable
requirements; accordingly, grantee shall neither discriminate nor permit discrimination in its
operations or employment practices against any person or group of persons on the grounds of
race, color, religion, national origin, handicap, or sex in any manner prohibited by law.

Copyrights
The grantee (i) agrees that the Mississippi Department of Education shall determine the

disposition of the title and the rights under any copyright by grantee or employees on
copyrightable material first produced or composed under this agreement; and, (ii) hereby
grants to the MDE a royalty free, nonexclusive, irrevocable license to reproduce, translate,
publish, use and dispose of, to authorize others to do so, all copyrighted or copyrightable work
not first produced or composed by grantee in the performance of this agreement, but which is
incorporated in the material furnished under the agreement, provided that such license shall be
only to the extent grantee now has, or prior to the completion or full final settlements of
agreement may acquire, the right to grant such license without becoming liable to pay
compensation to others solely because of such grant.

Grantee further agrees that all material produced and/or delivered under this grant will not, to
the best of the grantee’s knowledge, infringe upon the copyright or any other proprietary rights
of any third party. Should any aspect of the materials become, or in the grantee’s opinion be



likely to become, the subject of any infringement claim or suite, the grantee shall procure the
rights to such material or replace or modify the material to make it non-infringing.

Personnel
Grantee agrees that, at all times, employees of the grantee furnishing or performing any of the
services specified in this agreement shall do so in a proper, workmanlike, and dignified manner.

Assignment
Grantee shall not assign or grant in whole or in part its rights or obligations under this

agreement without prior written consent of the Mississippi Department of Education. Any
attempted assignment without said consent shall be void and of no effect.

Availability of Funds

It is expressly understood and agreed that the obligation of the Mississippi Department of
Education to proceed under this agreement is conditioned upon the appropriation of funds by
the Mississippi State Legislature and the receipt of state and/or federal funds. If the funds
anticipated for the continuing fulfillment of the agreement are, at anytime, not forthcoming or
insufficient, either through the failure of the federal government to provide funds or of the
State of Mississippi to appropriate funds or the discontinuance or material alteration of the
program under which funds were provided or if funds are not otherwise available to the
Mississippi Department of Education (MDE), the MDE shall have the right upon ten (10) working
days written notice to the grantee, to reduce the amount of funds payable to the grantee or to
terminate this agreement without damage, penalty, cost, or expenses to MDE of any kind
whatsoever. The effective date of reduction or termination shall be as specified in the notice of
reduction or termination.

Mississippi Ethics

It is the responsibility of the grantee to ensure that subcontractors comply with the Mississippi
Ethics Law in regard to conflict of interest. A statement attesting to said compliance shall be on
file by the grantee.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

The subgrantee agrees to the reporting and registration requirements of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act as outlined in Exhibit 1 (pages 1-11) and Exhibit 2 that are
included in the LEA Toolkit.

Other Assurances
The LEA/grantee adheres to the applicable provisions of the Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR): 34 CFR Subtitle A, Parts 1-99.

The grantee adheres to the applicable regulations of the Office for Civil Rights, U.S. Department
of Education: 34 CFR Subtitle B, Parts 100-199.



The grantee adheres to 2 CFR part 225, Office of Management and Budget (Cost Principles for
State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments).

The grantee assures that salary and wage charges will be supported by proper time reporting
documentation that meets the requirements of to 2 CFR part 225, OMB Circular A-87.

Superintendent (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
LEA Board Chair (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
Federal Programs Coordinator (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
Business Manager (Typed Name, and Signature) Date



LEA WAIVERS

The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement. If the LEA does not intend to
implement the waiver with respect to each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which
schools it will implement the waiver.

[ ] Waive section 241(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 1225(b)) to
extend the period of availability of FY 2009 carryover school improvement funds for the
SEA and all of its LEAs to September 30, 2014.

|:| Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit LEAs to allow their Tier I, Tier Il, and
Tier lll, Title | participating schools that will fully implement a turnaround or restart
model beginning in the 2011-2012 school year to “start over” in the school
improvement timeline.

[ ] Waive the 40% poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114 (a)(1) of the ESEA to permit
LEAs to implement a Schoolwide program in a Tier |, Tier ll, or Tier Ill, Title | participating
school that does not meet the poverty threshold and is fully implement one of the
school intervention models.

[ ] A waiver is not requested.

Required Signatures:

Superintendent (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
LEA Board President (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
Federal Programs Coordinator (Typed Name, and Signature) Date
Business Manager (Typed Name, and Signature) Date



PART I: INTRODUCTION

LEA PLAN OVERVIEW

A. Descriptive Information about the Eligible Schools

Complete the following chart for every eligible school. If the LEA does not intend to apply for a

school, select “Not served” in the Selected Intervention column.

MSIS School NCES Code Tier 05-10 Sta.t(.e Selected
NAME Code (LEA, School) | Designation Accountability Intervention
(LEA, School) ! Label
Example 1234- 1234567- . At-Risk-of-
Schoi/ 1234567 12345 Tier Il Failingf Turnaround
Select one... Select one... Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...

B. Lack of Capacity to Serve Tier | Schools

If an LEA claims to lack the capacity to serve all of its Tier | schools, the Mississippi Department
of Education will evaluate the district’s claim. If MDE determines that the LEA has the capacity
to serve more of the Tier | schools than originally proposed, then MDE will ask the LEA to re-
submit the proposal to include all Tier | schools that the district possesses the capacity to serve.
If MDE determines that an LEA has enough capacity to serve more Tier | schools and the LEA
refuses, MDE may reject the LEA’s application.

If applicable, please provide a rationale below for not serving all eligible Tier | schools.

C. Consultation with Stakeholders

Describe the process by which the LEA consulted with relevant stakeholders regarding the LEA’s
application and the LEA’s proposed implementation of school improvement models in its Tier |
and Tier Il schools.

In Appendix A, attach the agenda, minutes, and sign-in form (see LEA Application Toolkit) from
the stakeholder consultation.

D. Disclosure of External Party Application Assistance
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In the past, LEAs have worked with external parties in the development of grant applications.
Although this collaboration is perfectly legitimate, MDE must help LEAs guard against conflicts
of interest in cases where grant dollars may later be used for contracts with external parties. If
the LEA collaborated with external parties in the development of this application, please list
these external parties and their involvement in this application. For this item, external parties

are defined as any person who is not a regular employee of the district or of MDE and who may
have collaborated on the development of the grant in whole or in part. External parties may
also be for-profit or non-profit organizations, including institutions of higher education. Even if
the external party was not paid for the collaboration, the relationship must still be disclosed.

Did the LEA work with external parties on any part of the LEA Plan Overview or any of the LEA’s

school proposals?

[ ]YES
[ INO

If the LEA marked “YES,” please complete the chart below.

External Party

Role in Application Development

11




PART II: DISTRICT LEADERSHIP

A. District Governance

1. Policy Analysis and Timeline

Complete the chart below to demonstrate that the LEA has reviewed its policies and eliminated any barriers which would prevent
the full and effective implementation of the selected intervention models. Examples of relevant policies are provided beneath

important policy areas; however, depending on the intervention model chosen, not all policy areas may require a policy change. If a
policy does not require a change, please note “no change needed” or “not applicable.” In some cases, an LEA may need to create

policies to address new procedures. Any new policies necessary for the SIG process should also be described below. Blank lines are
provided for this purpose at the bottom of the chart.

Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How wiill this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

School Zones:

v

v

Student
assignment
Student
attendance
areas/ school
boundaries

Time:

v
v
v

School year
School calendar
Extended school
year/ summer
school

School day
Student arrival
and departure
time
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Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How will this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

v

Administrative
personnel time
schedules
Instructional
personnel time
schedules

Curriculum:

v

v

Curriculum
development
Summer school
programs

Instruction:

v

AN NENEN
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Instructional
programs

3-tier instruction
Class size
Grading
Assessment

Use of test
results

Lesson plans

Employment
(Hiring):

v

v

Administrative
personnel hiring
Teacher/other
staff hiring
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Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How will this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

Employment
(Compensation):

v' Administrative
and teacher
compensation
guides

v' Compensation
for advanced
degrees

v" Compensation
guides/ salary
schedules

Employment
(Placement):

v' Administrative
personnel
assignment/ re-
assignment

v" Teacher/other
staff assignment

Employment (Career

Ladder):

v" Administrative/
supervisory
personnel

v" Organization
charts
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Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How will this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

v" Instructional
personnel—
others

Employment
(Evaluation):

v" Administrative
personnel
evaluation

v' Teacher/staff
evaluation

Employment
(Termination):

v' Personnel—
suspension

v" Administrative
personnel
separation and
dismissal

v' Teacher/ staff
separation and
dismissal

Professional
Development:

v' Opportunities—
all employees

v' Administrative
personnel

15




Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How will this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

professional
development

Student Climate:

v/ Attendance

v' Truancy

v' Student
involvement in
decision-making

v" Student conduct

Family and
Community
Engagement:

v" School-
community
relations

v' Parent
involvement

v' Community
involvement in
decision-making

v" Federal
programs
procedure with
complaint
resolution

v’ Visitors to
schools
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Policy

Analysis

Proposed Changes

Completion Date

Topic covered

How does this policy create a barrier to reform?

How will this policy be amended?

When will these
changes be enacted?

17




2. School Board Approval

Provide evidence of school board approval by attaching as Appendix B the Board’s agenda
and/or minutes from the relevant meeting. Remember, the signature of the Board President
should also appear on the Assurances.

3. Lead Partner Contracting Process

LEAs are not required to contract with Lead Partners as part of the SIG process. |f the LEA
plans to contract with Lead Partners as part of any of its school proposals, please answer the
following questions to demonstrate a rigorous, evidence-based screening process for Lead
Partner Contracting. Before completing this section, please see the “Lead Partner Guidance”
in the LEA Application Toolkit for important information.

a) How will the LEA recruit Lead Partners (School Turnaround/Transformation Organizations or
Support Service Providers)?

b) Will the LEA use MDE’s model Request for Proposal? Check one.

[ ]YES
[ ]NO

Attach the LEA’s model RFP in Appendix C.

c) Describe in detail the LEA’s process for screening, evaluating, and selecting Lead Partner
applicants, beginning with the process for developing and releasing the Request for
Proposal to finalizing contracts. Include responsible parties and a timeline.

If the LEA has interview protocols or evaluation rubrics, attach these in Appendix C. An
example of an interview protocol can be found in the LEA Application Toolkit.

d) Will the LEA use MDE’s model Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for Lead Partners
(see LEA Application Toolkit)?

[ ]YES
[ ]NO

If the LEA will not use MDE’s model Memorandum of Understanding for Lead Partners, attach
the LEA’s model Memorandum of Understanding as part of Appendix C.

B. District Capacity for Selected Interventions

Answer the following questions to demonstrate that the LEA has the capacity to support its
portfolio of proposed school reforms.

18




a) Describe the LEA's previous successful experience managing and implementing competitive
grants. Provide evidence that the grant produced positive student outcomes.

b) Explain the role that district executive leadership, i.e., the Superintendent or Conservator,
will have in implementing the intervention model.

c) How will the LEA internally monitor implementation?

d) Name and describe school- or district-level personnel who will be involved with the SIG
process who have a track record of success in improving student achievement.

e) Isthe LEA currently under conservatorship?

[ ]YES

[ ]NO

Has the LEA recently (within the last 5 years) emerged from conservatorship?

[ ]YES

[ ]NO

Has the LEA or any school within the LEA been rated as “failing” for two consecutive years?
[ ]YES

[ ]NO

If the LEA or any school within the LEA has been rated as “failing” for two consecutive years, list
the LEA’s 2009-2010 accountability label and each applicant school that has been rated as
“failing” for two consecutive years.

f) Attach the LEA’s Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs from the most recent audit as
Appendix D.

C. Sustainability

An important consideration for MDE is whether the LEA will be able to sustain the reforms after
the funding period ends. MDE believes sustainability is created through quality

19




implementation, building human capital, and ongoing community engagement. Please describe
how the LEA, from a district-level perspective, will support the sustainability of reforms.

20




SCHOOL PROPOSAL

INSTRUCTIONS: Complete a unique school proposal for each Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Il applicant
school. Information required by every intervention model is highlighted in green. Information

required by two or three intervention models is highlighted in yellow, and information only
required by one intervention model is highlighted in red.

PART I: INTRODUCTION

A. Descriptive Information about the Eligible School (ALL)

Complete the chart below.

MSIS School NCES Code Tier 05-10 Sta.t(.e Selected
NAME Code (LEA, School) | Designation Accountability Intervention
(LEA, School) ’ 8 Label
Example 1234- 1234567- ) At-Risk-of-
School 1234567 12345 Tier Il Failing Turnaround
Select one... Select one... Select one...

1. Newly Consolidated School Information (_)

Complete the chart below with information about the newly consolidated school (the school to
which students are transferring).

MSIS School NCES Code 09-10 Sta't'e Grades
e coe (LEA, School) | Accountability | oo g Enrollment
(LEA, School) ’ Label
Before: Before:
Select one... During: During:
After: After:

B. Alignment with the Needs Assessment (ALL)

1. Comprehensive Needs Assessment

To be eligible for SIG funds, all schools must complete a Comprehensive Needs Assessment.
Schools are encouraged to complete the “Comprehensive Needs Assessment Tool” located in
the LEA Application Toolkit. After completing the comprehensive needs assessment,

summarize the results in the chart below. Remember to attach the Performance Framework

(from the LEA Application Toolkit) as Appendix E.
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Dimension Areas of Improvement /Priority Needs

Data/Evidence to Support
Identification of Priority Needs

Student
Achievement

Curriculum
and
Instruction

School
Context and
Organization

Professional
Development

Family and
Community
Involvement

2. Intervention Model Selection

Complete the tool entitled “Selecting an Intervention Model” provided in the LEA Application
Toolkit; attach this tool as part of Appendix E.

needs assessment.

a) Based on the information from the “Selecting an Intervention Model” tool, describe how
the Select one... model best meets the school’s needs as defined by the comprehensive

C. Alignment with Intervention Requirements (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

All funded proposals must address every intervention requirement for the selected model.
Complete the chart below to demonstrate that the school proposal has adequately addressed
each requirement. Since the Closure model does not have specific program requirements, this
chart is only for Turnaround and Transformation schools.

Intervention Requirement

Brief Description of How Proposal Addresses
the Requirement

Proposal Page
Number

U.S. Department of Education
requirement for the model

Description of how the school proposal fulfills
the requirement

Page(s) from the
proposal in which
further explanation
can be found

TURNAROUND AND TRANSFORMATION

1. Replacement of the
Principal

2. Recruitment, Placement,
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Intervention Requirement

Brief Description of How Proposal Addresses
the Requirement

Proposal Page
Number

U.S. Department of Education
requirement for the model

Description of how the school proposal fulfills
the requirement

Page(s) from the
proposal in which
further explanation
can be found

and Retention Strategies

3. Job-embedded
Professional Development

4. Research-based, Vertically
Aligned Curriculum

5. Data-Driven Decision-

Making
a. Availability of student
data

6. Increased Learning Time

7. School Autonomy

TURNAROUND ONLY

8. Locally Adopted
Competencies to Screen all
Existing Staff and Rehire
No more than 50% and to
Select New Staff

9. Adopt a New Governance
Structure for the School

10. Social-emotional and
Community-Oriented
Services and Supports

TRANSFORMATION ONLY

9. Rigorous, Transparent, and
Equitable Evaluation
Systems for Teachers and
Principals

a. Use of student growth
as a significant factor

b. Teacher and principal
involvement in
development

10. Identify and Reward
School Leaders, Teachers,
and Other Staff

a. Termination process

11. Family and Community
Engagement Strategies
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D. Implementation Milestones (ALL)

In the chart below, delineate important milestones which demonstrate the school is implementing the chosen model fully and

effectively throughout the grant term. The milestones in this chart should encompass work that takes place from the start of the
school year in the year one of the grant term to the time at which the model is fully implemented or the grant term concludes,

whichever comes first.

Milestone

Individual Responsible

Evaluation Metric

Timeline for Completion

Start \ End

What major milestones must
be met throughout the year in
order to demonstrate full and
effective implementation of the
model?

Who will be responsible for
ensuring that the milestone is
met?

How will the LEA judge that a
milestone has been
satisfactorily met?

When will the work begin and
end?
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Milestone

Individual Responsible

Evaluation Metric

Timeline for Completion

Start ‘ End

What major milestones must
be met throughout the year in
order to demonstrate full and
effective implementation of the
model?

Who will be responsible for
ensuring that the milestone is
met?

How will the LEA judge that a
milestone has been
satisfactorily met?

When will the work begin and
end?
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1. Pre-Implementation Plan

Prior to the start of the 2011-2012 school year, schools will be able to spend SIG funds on activities that support a successful launch
of the intervention model at the beginning of the school year. Please refer to Section J and I-30 of the FY2010 Guidance to learn
more about allowable pre-implementation activities. In the chart below, describe any tasks that are critical to the successful launch
of this school proposal.

Timeline for Completion

Task Individual Responsible Evaluation Metric
Start \ End
What major tasks must be Who will be responsible | How will the LEA judge that a task When will the task begin and
completed in order to successfully | for seeing that the task | has been satisfactorily completed? | end? (ALL tasks must be
launch the model at the start of the | is completed? completed by August 2011.)
new school year?
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Task

Individual Responsible

Evaluation Metric

Timeline for Completion

Start ‘ End

What major tasks must be
completed in order to successfully
launch the model at the start of the
new school year?

Who will be responsible
for seeing that the task
is completed?

How will the LEA judge that a task
has been satisfactorily completed?

When will the task begin and
end? (ALL tasks must be
completed by August 2011.)
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PART Il: TEACHING AND LEARNING
A. Curriculum (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Research-based

a) Certify below that the school uses the research-based Mississippi Curriculum Frameworks as
the basis of the school’s curriculum.

[ ] YES
[ ]NO

b) Complete the chart to describe current and proposed research-based curricular materials
which the school uses to support the Mississippi Curriculum Frameworks.

Curricular Area Current Research-based Curricular Proposed Research-based
Materials and Programs Materials and Programs
Subject Ex. textbooks, software, manipulatives, | New curricular materials;
etc. specify whether the proposed
materials are additional or
substitutions

Mathematics

Remedial
mathematics

Science

Social
Studies/History

English/Language
Arts

Remedial ELA

Reading

Remedial reading

¢) How will the school monitor the effectiveness of adopted curricular materials?

d) How does the school ensure that the supplemental curricular materials in each subject-
area/grade-level are aligned with the Mississippi Curriculum Frameworks?
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2. Vertical alignment

Answer the following questions to describe the current or proposed process of vertically
aligning the curriculum in each core subject.

a) Describe the school’s process for reviewing and revising pacing guides in each grade-level.

b) Provide the school’s website link to pacing guides in each subject/grade-level:

If the school does not have pacing guides, please describe how the school will develop pacing
guides for use during the intervention model.

c) Describe the process for cross-grade planning to ensure that the curriculum in each
successive grade builds on previous learning.

B. Instruction (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)
1. Instructional Improvements

Answer the following questions to demonstrate that instructional improvement will be
embedded into the school improvement process.

a) Describe the school’s current instructional design, including teaching methods.

b) How will instruction be enhanced through the School Improvement Grant model?

2. Three-Tier Instructional Model/Intervention Process (IP)

State Board of Education Policy 4300 requires all schools in Mississippi to use a Three Tier
Instructional Model. Complete the chart below to describe how the personalized academic and
non-academic support services which support the school’s intervention process will be
improved through the SIG process. [NOTE FOR TURNAROUND PROPOSALS: Social-emotional
and community-oriented services and supports may be provided through the three-tier model
and can be listed here to fulfill the requirement.]

Current Services Proposed Services

Type of Service What services are currently
available to students who have been
identified through the school’s

How will the school enhance
available services under the SIG
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three-tier model? program?

Academic

Non-academic

Attach the school’s three-tier intervention process as part of Appendix F.
3. Special Populations

Complete the chart to describe how the SIG process will enhance services, including personnel
or supplemental curricular resources—for special populations.

Group Current Services Proposed Services

Students with Disabilities

English Language
Learners

Academically Behind

Gifted or Advanced

4. Increased Time

The Turnaround and Transformation interventions require that schools increase the length of
the instructional year in minutes by lengthening the instructional day, adding instructional days
to the calendar, or using both methods. The intervention model requires that all students are
included in the increased time. Research suggests that increasing the instructional year by at
least 300 additional minutes can have a positive impact on student achievement.

Complete the following chart to demonstrate that the school will increase length of the
instructional year.

L h of
epgt © . Number of Length of Instructional
YEAR Instructional Day (in . . .
. Instructional Days Year (in minutes)
minutes)
Current 0
SIG Year 1 0
SIG Year 2 0
SIG Year 3 0

Attach as part of Appendix F the school’s proposed schedule and school calendar which reflects
increased time.
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C. Assessments (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

Complete the charts to describe how the school proposes to measure student progress in core subjects using formative, interim, and
summative assessments.

1. Current Internal and External Assessments (to be continued as part of the SIG process)

e Grade Subject Areas Internal or Frequency
Assessment Description Type
Levels Covered External
Title of Assessment Briefly describe the characteristics of Is the Specify which | Specify which subject | An internal How often is
the assessment. Multiple choice or assessment grade levels areas use this assessment is this
free response? Is it paper and pencil or | formative, use this assessment. created by assessment
adaptive? interim, or assessment. district or given?
summative? school staff;
external
assessments
are created by
vendors or the
state.
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
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Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
Select one... Select one... | Select one...
2. Proposed Assessments
i. External Assessments
I Grade Subject Areas Frequenc
Assessment Description Type y g Y
Levels Covered
Title of Assessment Briefly describe the characteristics of Is the Specify which | Specify which subject | How often is
the assessment (e.g., multiple choice assessment grade levels areas use this this
or free response; paper and pencil or formative, use this assessment. assessment
adaptive; etc.) interim, or assessment. given?
summative?
Select one... Select one...

ii. Internal Assessments

a) If the school plans to develop new formative, interim, or summative assessments, describe
how the school will develop and approve new internal assessments for the intervention

model.
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3. Data-driven decision-making

Please answer the following questions to demonstrate that this assessment plan can
adequately drive data-driven decision-making.

a) What instructional decisions will be informed by student data?

b) How do the current and proposed assessments permit immediate analysis, feedback, and
targeted instruction?

c) How do these assessments allow the school to track academic growth of students?

d) How do these assessments allow the school to track achievement gaps in both proficiency
and growth between major student subgroups?

e) What school structures (e.g., committees, software, dedicated staff, or schedules) will
support data analysis and use?
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D. Instructional Leadership and Staff (ALL)

Please complete the charts below to demonstrate that the school will have the human capital to implement the school proposal.
Only school-level positions should be listed in this chart.

1. Current Instructional Staff (to be continued during SIG)

Position Nu:‘::; of Funded by Roles/Responsibilities Reports to
Title of position How many Will this position be What does a person in this position do? Who does a person in this
full-time funded by SIG, another | Describe briefly. position report to?
equivalents | grant program, or by
will hold this | regular
position? appropriations?
Ex. Literacy Coach 2 1S8IG The literacy coaches work with classroom Assistant Principal for

1 Title |, Part A

reading teachers to improve reading
instruction and facilitate full implementation
of the reading curriculum.

Curriculum and
Instruction
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2. Proposed Instructional Staff (new during SIG implementation)

Position Nu:\:Eesr of Funded by Roles/Responsibilities Reports to
Title of position How many Will this position be What does a person in this position do? Who does a person in this
full-time funded by SIG, another | Describe briefly. position report to?
equivalents | grant program, or by
will hold this | regular
position? appropriations?
Ex. Literacy Coach 2 1S8IG The literacy coaches work with classroom Assistant Principal for

1 Title |, Part A

reading teachers to improve reading
instruction and facilitate full implementation
of the reading curriculum.

Curriculum and
Instruction

3. Consolidated Staff_
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Describe how the school will combine staff from the two schools, including eliminating unnecessary staff positions. If the closure is
phased-in, explain how the consolidation of staff will be accomplished over the closure period.
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PART lll: OPERATION AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

A. Allocation of Financial Resources (ALL)
1. Additional Resources

Complete the chart to describe additional resources available to the school that support the SIG
proposal.

How do these funds
Source of Funds 2010-2011 Allocation support/align with the SIG
proposal?

Title I, Part A

Title | ARRA

School Improvement Grant
1003(a)

Title Il

Title Il (ELL)

Title IV (21" Century)

Title VI (Rural Schools)

McKinney-Vento Homeless
Grant

State Dyslexia Grant

Other Special Revenue:
Barksdale Reading Institute

Other Special Revenue:

Other Special Revenue:

B. Human Resource Systems
1. Recruitment and Hiring (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)
i. Turnaround/Transformation School Leader

Answer the following questions to describe how the school will recruit and evaluate
applicants to select a strong leader with a proven track record of success in raising student
achievement and, if applicable, increasing graduation rates.

a) How will the LEA or school recruit a pool of gqualified applicants for the position of
Turnaround/Transformation School Leader?
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Will the LEA or school use a School Turnaround/Transformation Organization or other
external Support Service Provider to recruit a pool of qualified applicants for the position
of Transformation School Leader?

[ ] YES
[ ]NO

If so, please describe how the Lead Partner will be involved in recruitment.

b) Attach as part of Appendix H the Turnaround/Transformation School Leader job
description that the school will use when it markets the position.

c) Describe the process by which the school will evaluate applicants to select for a strong
leader with a proven track record of success in raising student achievement and, if
applicable, increasing graduation rates.

If the school has interview protocols or applicant evaluation forms, attach these in
Appendix G.

d) If the school’s principal was newly hired in 2008-2009, the school does not have to
replace the principal IF the principal is a strong leader with a proven track record of
success in raising student achievement and, if applicable, increasing graduation rates.
If the school cannot demonstrate this track record, then it may not retain the newly
hired principal. If the school seeks to retain its newly hired principal, complete the
following:

Date when the principal was hired:

Quantitative evidence that the principal has a proven track record of success in raising
student achievement:

ii. Instructional Staff

Please answer the following questions to describe how the school will recruit and evaluate
applicants to select for effective teachers and other instructional staff with a record of
success in raising student achievement who also possess qualities that equip them to
succeed in the intervention school environment.

‘ a) How will the LEA or school recruit a pool of qualified applicants for instructional staff
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positions?

Will the LEA or school use a School Transformation/Turnaround Organization or other
external Support Service Provider to recruit a pool of qualified applicants for any available
instructional staff positions?

[ ] YES
[ ]NO

If so, please describe how the Lead Partner will be involved in recruitment.

_) Describe the process by which the school will evaluate

applicants to select for effective teachers and other instructional staff with a record of
success in raising student achievement who also possess qualities that equip them to
succeed in the transformation environment.

How will this process differ, if at all, from current practice?

If the school has interview protocols or applicant evaluation forms, please provide these in
Appendix G.

_) Describe the process by which the school will evaluate

applicants to select for effective teachers and other instructional staff with a record of
success in raising student achievement who also possess locally developed
competencies that equip them to succeed in the turnaround environment.

If the school has interview protocols or applicant evaluation forms, please provide these in
Appendix G.

iii. Financial Incentives

a) Describe any SIG-funded financial incentives (such as signing bonuses, moving
reimbursement, or loan repayment) that the LEA or school will use to recruit staff for
the school.

b) Are there additional state-funded, federally funded, or privately funded financial
incentives available to instructional staff or administrators who chose to work at the
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school?

[ ] YES
[ ]NO

If additional incentives are available, please describe.

2. Screening and Re-Hiring No More Than 50% of Current Staff (_)

The Turnaround Intervention model requires schools to screen and re-hire no more than 50%
of current staff. Answer the questions below to describe how the school will screen and re-hire
current staff.

a) What are the school’s “locally developed competencies” to measure the effectiveness of
staff who can work within the turnaround environment?

If the school does not have locally developed competencies, how will it develop them?

b) Describe the school’s process for screening and re-hiring no more than 50% of existing staff,
including using locally developed competencies, in order to select staff with a record of success
in raising student achievement?

If the school has interview protocols or applicant evaluation forms, please provide these in
Appendix H.

3. Employment Policies

i. Placement (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

a) One of the leading indicators from the Performance Framework is the distribution of
effective teachers across an LEA’s schools. At the school level, what is the process for
assigning highly effective teachers to work with specific grades, subjects, and/or groups
of students in order to ensure equity of learning opportunities for all students?

ii. Evaluation Policies ([iRANSEORVZNONONEY)

a) Describe the school’s current system for evaluating teachers and principals, including
timelines and persons involved in evaluation.
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Provide the current evaluation system’s tools (rubrics, data analysis forms, etc.) as part of
Appendix I.

b) When it becomes available, will the school adopt and use the rigorous, transparent, and
equitable evaluation system which incorporates student growth as a significant factor
now being developed by the Mississippi Department of Education in conjunction with
teachers and principals?

[ ] YES
[ ]NO

c) Prior to the availability of MDE’s new evaluation system, many schools may have to upgrade
their current evaluation systems to make the school eligible for SIG dollars. In the chart
below, describe what, if any, changes must be made to the school’s evaluation system in
order for it to comply with SIG requirements. Include a timeline for these changes to take
effect.

Area for improvement Changes Timeline

Rigor, transparency, and
equity

Use of student data as a
significant factor

Involvement of teachers and
principals in design and
development of the system

iii. Financial rewards (iRANSEORVATNONGND)

a) What, if any, financial rewards (for example, individual, team, or school-wide salary
bonuses, raises, or loan repayment) are available to staff who demonstrate gains in
student achievement?

iv. Opportunities for promotion and career growth (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION
ONLY)

Providing teachers with avenues for career advancement is critical to retaining highly
effective teachers. Please complete the following chart to describe opportunities for
promotion and career growth available to teachers.

Question Formal Informal

What leadership
opportunities are available to
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teachers?

What opportunities,
particularly decision-making
roles, exist for highly effective
teachers to help shape the
reform effort?

How would a teacher receive
access to these opportunities?
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v. Termination ([RANSRORNIATIONIGNIY

a) Please describe the school’s current process for terminating ineffective teachers and leaders by completing the chart below.

Definition of

Termination

Emplovee Definition of Process for identifying “Ample
ploy “ineffective” “ineffective” staff p. ., o
Opportunities Dismissal Non-Renewal
How does the
school define
What is the “ample
school’s . opportunities for What is the school’s process What is the school’s process
. What is the school’s process for PP f e p . .p
definition of an . e . employees to for dismissing “ineffective for non-renewing
P o identifying “ineffective” employees? . . . w .,
ineffective improve their employees mid-contract? ineffective” employees?
employee? professional
practice” prior to
termination?
Leader
Teacher

b) What, if any, changes will the school make in order to enhance the usefulness of the termination process for SIG?
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C. Organizational Structures and Management

1. Governance (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

Attach as Appendix J an organization chart that clearly presents the school's proposed governance structure. This chart should
clearly represent lines of authority and reporting between the school, district-level staff, any related bodies (such as advisory
bodies or parent and teacher councils), and any School Turnaround/Transformation Organization that will play a role in managing

the school.

a) The Turnaround Intervention requires turnaround schools to adopt a new governance structure. If the proposal is for a
turnaround school, describe how the proposed governance structure has changed to reflect a new organizational system that
will drive the school improvement process.

i. District-Level Staff

Complete the chart below to describe district-level staff who will provide services to, or will oversee, the intervention school.

Position

Funded by

Roles/Responsibilities

Reports to

Title of position

Will this position be
funded by SIG, another
grant program, or by
regular
appropriations?

How will a person in this position support SIG
implementation? Describe briefly.

Who does a person in this
position report to? (Must
align with lines of
reporting in the
organization chart)
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ii. School Autonomy

Answer the questions below to describe the school’s autonomy—i.e., authority, not merely
input—in making decisions.

How will this autonomy be
dependent on the results of
accountability measures,
including, but not limited to,
test scores, teacher or student
attendance rate, or discipline
data?

How will the principal/leadership team at the school
building have autonomy in the following

Staffing decisions, such as
hiring, placement, and
termination

School time, such as
school calendar,
schedules for the school
day, etc.

School procedures, such
as course offerings,
curriculum materials,
discipline, etc.

Budgeting

Other important
operations

2. Lead Partners (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION/TIER Il ONLY)

i. School Turnaround/Transformation Organization

a) Describe any plans to contract with a School Turnaround/Transformation
Organization to oversee the school’s daily operations. Remember that these plans
must align with the school proposal.

b) Insert below the scope of work to be included in the Request for Proposal for the
School Turnaround/Transformation Organization.

ii. Support Service Provider
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a) Describe any plans to contract for specific services with a Support Service Provider.
Remember that these plans must align with the school proposal.

b) Insert below the scope of work to be included in the Request for Proposal for each
Support Service Provider proposed.

School Climate (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

What, if any, needs were identified by the needs assessment that related to school climate?

b)

How will the school address identified climate issues (discipline, truancy, teacher
morale/attrition) through the SIG program?

Facilities (SUREIONIY

Describe the facility of the newly consolidated school.

b)

What, if any, changes will need to be made at the facility to accommodate additional

students or students of a different age?

Support for Teaching and Learning (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

Professional Development

How will the school create targeted, job-specific professional development?

b)

How will the school embed professional development into the work routine of staff?

How is professional development tied to evaluation?
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d) Who is responsible for the design and implementation of professional development?

e) How are staff involved in the design of professional development?

f) How does the school ensure that professional development is aligned with the school’s
instructional program?

2. Time for Faculty Collaboration

Complete the chart below to demonstrate that the school has scheduled adequate time for
faculty collaboration. Remember that school schedules must align with the answers.

Type of Meeting Leader Frequency Length Purpose
Group of faculty to Who will facilitate | How often How long What is the focus of the meeting?
meet this meeting? does this does each

team meet? meeting last?

Grade-level

Department-level

Special services

Faculty

E. Parent and Community Engagement (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION ONLY)

1. Community-School Relations

a) Describe current efforts to determine parental and community satisfaction with the school
(e.g., satisfaction surveys, town hall meetings).

What new or additional efforts, if any, will be made under the SIG program?

b) How are complaints from parents or community members currently addressed?
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What changes, if any, will the school make to complaint procedures to make them more
effective?

2. Services for Parents and Community Members

Complete the chart below to describe services the school provides to parents and community
members. [NOTE FOR TURNAROUND PROPQOSALS: Social-emotional and community-oriented
services and supports may be listed in this item].

Activity Current Proposed

Coordination with local social
and health service providers

Parent education classes

3. Engagement in School Improvement

a) What organized parent groups does the school offer?

If parent groups are available, what activities do these parent groups take partin?

How will parent groups be improved through the SIG program?

b) What opportunities will parents and community members have to review school
performance and participate in decision-making about school improvement plans?

How will these opportunities be enhanced through the SIG program?

F. Parent and Community Outreach (_)

Answer the questions below to describe the closed school’s outreach plans to ease students’
transition to the new school.

a) Describe media outreach plans designed to alert parents and the community of the school
closure.
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b) What opportunities will parents or community members have to ask school officials
guestions about the school closure?

c) Describe services that will be available to help parents and students transition to the newly
consolidated school.

G. Sustainability (TURNAROUND/TRANSFORMATION/TIER Ill ONLY)

An important consideration for MDE is whether the school will be able to sustain the reforms
after the funding period ends. MDE believes sustainability is created through quality
implementation, building human capital, and ongoing community engagement. Please describe
how the school’s plans in these three areas support the sustainability of reforms.
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BUDGET

Instructions

On the budget pages that follow, an LEA will find a budget cover page, a 3-year summary
budget page, LEA annual budget pages, and school-level annual budget pages. An LEA should
complete the LEA cover page and the LEA and school-level annual budget pages. The
information from these pages will automatically populate the 3-year summary budget page.

Remember, the LEA’s total grant may not be less than $50,000 or more than $2,000,000 per
year for each Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier lll school that the LEA commits to serve.
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COVER SHEET
Mississippi Department of Education

School Improvement Grant 1003(g)
LEA Application

2011-2012
. The Cover Page is designed to populate certain fields* with your district information. Please verify the data in these
Section A fields.
Please enter your
IDistrict Code district's MSIS code
IDistrict Name *
Please enfer your
SChOOl Code school's MSIS code
School Name *
INCESLEAID*
INCES School ID *
IName of District Contact
IPhone
IFax
IE-MaiI
|District Address
IName of Superintendent (typed)
Section B - BUDGET SUMMARY
ICheck the appropriate Box
Tierl [ Tierll [ Year 1 Budget Year 2 Budget | Year 3 Budget Three Year Total
Pre- Year 1- Full
Tier Il [l Implementation | Implementation
ISchool Level Activities $ $ $ $ $
JLEA - Level Activities $ $ $ $
Total Budget $ $ $ $
JFor MDE use only:
Mississippi Department of Education Approval

Linda C. Reeves, Bureau Director - SIG Financial Management

Dr. Kim S. Benton, Bureau Manager

Date of Approval
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TOTAL GRANT BUDGET SUMMARY
FOR THE THREE YEAR FUNDING PERIOD ENDING 2014

FY 2011-2014 Schoo! District Hame ORIGIMAL | 3mer11 11:55 AM
BUDGET
School Improvement Grant 1003(z) School Hams
TOTAL & Year Employes Employes Frot Furohaced Oiher Fur Dtner ‘Dtner Total
Budget Summary Balariec Benafi Tervicsc Bervicec Tervictc uppliss Property Dujeote Ucss All Dhjsote
: Fr 2011-2014 100-186 280280 ase e 400200 20598 ez0e38 700738 200898 BO0IEE 100988
Inetrustion
1110 - Kindarzarten Frograms 1 s 1 1 1 3 1 1 5 N
1120 - Exemenmry Programs 3 s 3 1 1 1 1 1 5 N
1130 - Middie-Junior High Frograms i s i 1 1 1 1 1 5 N
1140 - High Schog Frograms s s 1 1 1 1 1 1 N N
1260 - Aer Scmool Programs 3 s 3 1 1 3 1 1 L s
1270 - Remediation Sxtended School Year 3 s 3 1 1 1 1 1 5 N
1240 - 1350 AdukCantnuing Educaton 3 s 3 1 1 1 1 1 5 N
1410 - 1420 3choai P 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 N N
1530 - 1390 Cmar Instructonal Programs 1 s 1 1 1 3 1 1 5 N
(2930 - 2115 Atiendance & Social Werk 3vs. 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 X 1
2920 - 2125 Gudance Services 1 ] 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 N
3130 - 2133 Healtn Services 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 3
2150 - ther Gupport Services - Students 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 X :
2210 - 2230 Improvement of Insructon 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 3
2320 - 2228 Educatonal Media Services 1 3 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 :
Tatal nshruetion: 1 ~ s 1 1 1 [l 1 1 1 1
Benaral Adminicration
2330 - Special Area A= nizraton ¥ ] ¥ [ [ 1 [ [ ¥ 1
Total General Adminksiration: 1 ~ I 1 [ [ 3 [ [ ' 1
Odher E:Endlhl'“- - Inshr t!Ert
2710 - 2733 Ctudent Tranzportation Services 1 ] 1 1 1 3 1 1 3 N
1E00 - 2835 Central Support Services (Tech) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 3
Total Other Expandiurss - Inctr Supposrt: L] L] ] | | 4 1 | ] ]
Ofhar Expendheres - Noningdr Support
3500 - 3333 Ofer Nomnstuctiona 1 ] 1 1 1 3 1 1 N T
Tatal Other Expenditures - Nondnelr Supgert | & ] 3 1 1 3 1 1 i i
Total Current Oper Expenditurss [1000-5868) | § ~ I 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1
HON.REVENUE TRANZACTIONE: 1 |8 1 1 1 [ T 1 ' T
7110 Indireot Coste Tranciers Out
Total NonRevenue Transactions 1 3 1 1 1 ] 1 1 N 1
Total ExpendHurs & HonRawenus Trancactions] § N 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1

ROTICE: THE AMOUNTS REPORTED W THIS SUMMARY ARE THE SUM OF ALL THREE YEARLY BUDGET SUMMARIES
THE CELLS HAVE BEEN PROTECTED TO PREVENT DATA ENTRY ON THIS PAGE
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TOTAL DISTRICT LEVEL BUDGET SUMMARY

FOR THE THREE YEAR FUNDING PERIOD ENDING 2014

FY 2011-2014

School District Name

ORIGINAL
BUDGET

121 11255 &AM

School Improvement Grant 1003(g)

School Hama

TOTAL 3 Year

# m. Dilctriod Bummary
o Fr 2011-2014

L

Employes
Balariec

100-188

Employes
Banaffc
280-288

Aol
Tervias
359-588

Purohaced
Servloss
450498

Crttesr Pur
Sorvieec
519588

Suppllec
59498

Properiy
TE0-7H8

Drbher
Objeobs
£00-88%8

Total
All Dbjeats
100888

-In:huullun

1140 - Kindergarten Programs

1120 - Elemenfany Programs

1130 - Midale-Junior High Frogrars

1140 - High School Frograms

1350 - .'l.‘:e_r Sl F"l:-;n'n_s
1270 - Remediation Exiended School Year

1340 - 1390 AduRiContinuing Education

1440 - 1420 Summer 3chool Programs:

1530 - 15990 Ofher Instnictional Programs

2140 - 2119 Atlendance & Sockal Work 3vs.

i o Lo o |om fom Jos les Jam e

i Lo | |om fos Jom les Jam e

[ E N E i O O P P

[ E N E i O O P P

2430 - 2129 Guidance Services

2130 - 2135 Health Semvices

2130 - Gther Support Serdoss - Students

2210 - 2230 Improwerment of Instructon

2220 - 2229 Educsional Meda 3ervices

Taotal Imctrustion:

o £ 0 R B ) ) O O O O P O O O

T O 0 Y N ) ) O P P P T T P e

S I O 0 0 1 O O O O P O P o

o 0 0 S 0 1 1 E O PO O P O o T

i o | [ [ [

i o | [ [ [

= S S S Y

= S S S Y

O Rl ) o ] ) E E N R ) O o T ]

O Rl ) o ] ) E E N R ) O o T ]

G naral Admilnictration

2330 - Special Area AdminisTation

-

-

-

-

Total Gansral Admindciration:

Cther Expendthaes - Insir Support

27A0 - 2753 Student Transportation Senvices

2B00 - 2899 Cenitral Support Senvices (Tech)

-

-

Total Other Expandiurse - Inctr 3upport:

-

-

o 1

o | |

i | |

= 1

= 1

-

-

Cther Expendihares - Moninstr Support

3500 - 3999 Ofrer Noninsructional

Taotal Other Expanditurss - Mon-Instr Support

Total Current Oper Exps ndiursc (1000-3888)

HOH-REVEHUE TRAHSACTIONE:

o e | [

= 0

i e [ [

i o | f o

i o | f e

i o | f o

i o | f o

R B

R B

7190 Indireot Cocbs Trancfers Cut

Tokal HonRewenue Transactons

-

-

-

Total Expendthure & HonRavanus Trancaotions)

-

e

ROTICE: THE AMOUNTS REPORTED IN THIS SUMMARY ARE THE SUM OF ALL THREE YEARLY BUDGET SUMMARIES.

THE CELLS HAVE BEEN PROTECTED TO PREVENT DATA ENTRY ON THIS PAGE.
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TOTAL SCHOOL LEVEL BUDGET SUMMARY

FOR THE THREE YEAR FUNDING FPERICD ENDING 2014

FY 2011-2014

sotood Distriot Hams

DRIGIHAL
BUDGET

12arn 12:17 PM

Schood Imiprovement Grant 1003[g)

EBahool Hama

TOTAL 3 ‘Wi
S ezl B iy
Fy 2011-2014

Espliryiin
Salai b

D0 el

Einfascrping
Bistliis

0-200

Panl
S v
30030

[P
Saivioei
40040

Ottt Pui
Sy il
S00-550

Supplhs

Progseity

Ot
Oibjacis

Orithvisi
Ui
D]

Tetal
Al Db
100030

[ins buction

1110 - Kindergaan Programs

1120 - Elbfenta ai

1950 - Midebe-unior High Programs

1180 - High Sehool Programs

1250 - Adber Schidd Programs

170 - Remedation Exviended Schosl Vaar

1310 - 1300 Adult/Continuing Education

1410 - 1420 Eummer Sctiool Prograims
530 - 1900 Dt it rutional Prograns

2110 - F115 Abendancs & Socal Work Svi

125 Cudancs Saivices

Z13 - I35 Healh Esnvioes

ITI0 - Ot Susper! Earsioss - ETudsints

0 - 2000 i prosaimient of inaimistion

F

20 . 2 Edurational Media Service

[Testal echtrescmion:

wnfun fom fum fom fun || on fom [on fom |on fon Jon fom faa

wnfun fom fum fom fun || on fom [on fom |on fon Jon fom faa

wnfun fum fum fom fuon |nfon fom [on fom |on fon Jon fom [aa

o C Bl ) B ] O O O O ) O O

Dartanianl A bt aaen

230 - Specal Area Adminatration

"

Teostal Cinroiial Sl iren st athcs .

w e

w e

v

[ 1) Mhﬂﬂ - el EUEI

2710 - 270G Etudant Tin Ll Sl

2800 - 200G Ceninal Suppaon Senioss [Tedh)

Tevial Difvist E!Euﬂ[ulﬂ - sl BUML

b

b

"

"

O Expandilies - hodinall Support

SO0} . 35S Crifist Mciaraiinactho al

Total Crivast v - Mondeay Su

Total Cosrent Dper Expsnditnes | $000-3008)

El N CH

El N CH

w e o Jn

e B EA B

T110 nadinect Costs Transfes Ot

Tudal MonRevanie Tramacsi

"

"

-

Todal E i

Tt

Bl

HOTICE:

THE AMOUNTE REFORTED IN THIZ EUMMARY ARE THE EUM OF ALL THREE YEARLY BUDGET SUNMMARIEE.

THE CELLE HAVE EEEN FROTECTED TO PREVENT DATA ENTRY OM THIE PAGE
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YEAR 1 BUDGET SUMMARY
Fy 2011-2012

FY 2011-2012 Schood District Hame ORIGINAL | ymgin1 12:33 P
BUDGCET
School Improvement Grant 1003(g) Schood Hama
1YEAR Employes Employes Prod Purohaced Critesr Pur Other Othar Total
-* ! Budgst Summary Balaries Benafis Seriess Serioss Services Suppliss Property Ohjpots UseE &1l Bhjnabs
100-188 200-2BB AEBE 40888 E0D 588 e00 388 To0-T8E £00-38% BOD-AEE 150888
Insiruction
1140 - Kndergarten Programs L] L] L] ) ) ) ) ) H ]
1120 - Elementary Programs 1] 1] 1] | | | | | | | | | | -3 g
1130 - Ml Junior High Erograms L] L] L] ) ) ) ) ) H 5
1140 - High 3chool Frograms L] L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 - g
1260 - Afer Schocl Programs ] ] ] ) ) ) ) ) H 5
1270 - Remediation Extended School Year L] L] L] [ [ [ [ [ -3 g
1340 - 1390 AduR'Continuing Education 1] 1] 1] 3 3 3 3 3 -] g
1410 - 1420 Summer Schocl Programs L] L] L] ) ) ) ) ) H E]
1530 - 1990 Cfer Instructional Programs 1] 1] 1] | | | | | | | | | | - g
21140 - 2115 Aflendance & Soclal Work Bws. ] ] ] | | | | | | | | | | -3 g
2420 - 2128 Cuidance Services H H H b b b b b H £
2430 - 2139 Health Services s s s 3 3 3 3 3 H g
2150 - Qther Support Sersdoss - Students ] ] ] | ] | ] | ] | ] | ] 3 g
2200 - 2290 Improsresmient of Insrucon 1] 1] 1] | | | | | | | | | | -3 g
2320 - 2225 Educafonal Media Services 1] 1] 1] 3 3 3 3 3 -] g
Total inctrusdion: 1 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 - 8 -8 - 8 - 8 = =
@enaral Administration
2330 - 3paxial Ares Adminisiration L] L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 - g
Total Ganeral Admindctraticn: L] - L] - L] - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 1 - 1 -
Cther Expendihares - Instr Suwpport
2710 - Z799 Student Transporabon Services ] ] | ] | ] | ] | ] | ] 3 g
2800 - 2899 Ceniral Support Services (Tech) - - 3 3 3 3 3 - g
Total Other Expandiurse - Incir Juppost: 1] - 1] - 1] - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - - - -
Othar Expendtures - Noninedr Support
3300 - 3555 Other Moninsructional [] [] [] [l [l [l [l [l £ 5
Total Other Expanditures - Non-Inehr Support & L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 - g
Total Current Oper Exps ndibursc [1000-888) L] - L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 1 1
HON-REVENUE TRAKIACTIONSE: [l - 8 [l [ [ [ [ [ s s
7110 Indirsot Coste Trancfers Cut
Tokal NonRewenue Transactions L] L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 - g
Total Expsndiurs & NonRavenus Trancaotions § - L] L] 3 3 3 3 3 1 1

MOTICE: THE AMOUNTS




YEAR 1
DIETRICT BUDGET
FY 2011-2012

FY 2012012 Casirict Name: Schoul Kame: ORIGINAL BUDGET AREM 1 138 P
Sohool Improvement o rant 100:2g)
Fr 20012012 Exployes Crrpicyes Frof Parceansd CerarPr Cerar T T T
- s | bewn | s | s | e | sevs | ey | owes | bmw | asoses — T
Pp¥
1110 - Findergartsn Programe & 5 . . .
1121 - Elsmantary Programe & . . . .
1134 - Middla-Junior High Programs & " . . .
1144 - High Sohool Programe i & . - .
1280 - After 3ohool Programe i & . 5 .
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YEAR 1
DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 20112012

FY 201 2012 Chalric? Kama:

EBohool Improvsmesnt O rant 100301

FY M011-2012 Beploys | Employs Prof Farassd | CwrPur = — — —
He L'ﬂ\lll:l.:lﬂu:l. ET T Dersfu Lerecer Sarvican Sarvicea Sxcie Froperty oot ama Al Objacty L MARFATTVE

Schoul Kame: ORIGIRAL SUDGET | RSN NI38 PN

Sotec] Pl
Pg#

1270 - RemadlaSon Exisncded 3ohool
‘Wear i i i

1210 - 1380 AduitContinuing
Edusation ] i i i i i i [

TE10 - 1420 Bumemer Bohiood
|Programe 5 i i 5 3 a 3 [ 5

B0 - 1980 Oiher InsfrucSonal
Programe

2110 - 2178 Attencdanos & Boolal
ok Sve. ]
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YEAR 1
DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 2011-2012

FY 2071 2012 Dialric? Kama: Schoul Kama: ORIGINAL SUDCET AREM N 12238 PN
Sohool Imprormast Srant 1005g)
7 1151 Crpioyes Trpcyss T Foraned CarPur Trar T Tt Higm Wi
_.. i | o | i | i | o | e | e | e | o | e — e
Pg#
30 - 2128 Geubdanos T ervios: | i i i L i i i
50 - 2138 Heakh Sanviosc i i 1 ] [ ] i i
2150 - Oier Support Tarvioes -
Sudemc s i i i i i i i
X0 - 2380 Improrssment of
Incinsation & a 8 i a i i 8
T - 22 Educational edly
Larvioss L i 5 i [ i i 8
Total Instruction: & a i ] a ] i ]
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YEAR 1
DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 2011-2012

FY 201 12312

[Ratric? hamw. Scheoul ham.

DRIGIRAL BUDGET

1S 1236 PN

Eohool Improvesmant Srant 100300

i Y 2001-2012
Imslrict Budgel

Crpicyes
anlanse

Crpicyss Frof Parassd Oher Pur [== =] Trtoar
Ds~=fa Gerrcen Sarvicss Serviced Socien Fropsrty Oibgects ama

Al Ohjecty

Higm wi
S=tec] Flan
rp#

253 - Bpeolal Area A athon i

Total Gensral Adminiatration:

Other Expendliures -
Inatructional Support

2710 - 7ol Fhedent TRAGporiaton
Servioss ]

2800 - 2280 Cantral Support Bardiosc
([Tesob) i

Total Other Expendliurss -
Inatructional Support s

Other Expendltures -
Honinstructional Support

3000 - F280 Dther Noninciruotional i

Total Other Expendiiures -
Hon-natructional Support
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YEAR 1

DISTRICT BUDGET

FY 2011-2012

FY 201 2012

Chalric? Kama:

Schoul Kame:

ORIGIRAL SUDGET

RSN 1238 PN

Bohool Imonovmant Srant 10030

o Y 2120 Sl
i lricd S gel Salimse

Trrpcses

Tritoar
Lasa

Wi w
Sotec] Pl

Pp#

Total Current Opar
Expandituras |1000-3335)
NON-REVENUE

TRANSACTIONS:

7110 Indiireot Cocis Tranciest Oud ]

Total HonRevenus Trancaodons

Total Expenditure &
HonRevanue Transactlons i
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YEAR 1
SCHOOL BUDGET
FY2011-2012

FY 30113011 Cimirics Mama Dt Sooond Bams Vs ORGNA BUDGET AR 14 PE

Sefesol Imprevement Grant 1003z

e Eps | Doy =3 [rrreryy g o = Tom Free=—rg ] Aigas W
[ ErTee [ Services Sarvicas sarvcel SuppliL Fropany S [F A Citgectn L RARRATRE e rson ki Pun
coat Fgl

1110 - Kiretergaien Prograns 1 1 1 1 [

1130 - Elmrmenlary ' ograms ] ] 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1

1130 - Wbl Jurksr High Prigrais s s ' 1 i

1140 - High Scheodl Progian: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

N6 - Al School Mrograms 1 1 1 1

12T - FemediaSon Eabended Schocol
Faar ] ] 1 1 1
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YEAR 1
SCHOOL BUDGET
F¥2011-2012

FY 35311

Crviaee Sotond Morme Hare: DFIGIN AL BUDGET AR 14 PE

Sehesol Improvenen] Grant 1003g)

o e | | s | | TR | s | ey | e | e | o | e -

] Algas wm
L Sachsd Flan

N - 1380 AdulContinuing

B0 - 1420 Summer School
PrograTs 1 1 1 1l 1 1 1 1 T

] - 190 O Imstructional
Programs ] ] 1 1 [

2110 - 211 AlendSancs & Ssolal Work)
Tn. ] ] 1 ] 1

2130 - 2128 Gubdanes Sarvices N N

2130 - 213 Haalh Sanions 1 1 1 T 1
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YEAR 1
SCHOOL BUDGET
Fr2011-2012

23942012 e r— CRNENAL DUDGET AR T4 PE
Hehemol | mzreveren| Granl 1003g0
= B Ermaacats =3 CYETTT =TT [T [ Tom Fr=——ryr] Algaswm
L] L iy Banafin Sarvicaa arvicaa Barvicas Bupples Progacy Frirvy freen) gt e AR TR Preimpinmanision | chool Fan
coat Fgl
2100 - Ottt Suppoit Servions -
Suderity ] ] 1 1 [ [ ] 1 x
2210 - 290 Improvament of
s bruction 1 1 1 1l 1 1 1 1 T
2230 - 1229 BEducalioral Weda
S ] ] 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1
Total Instruction: ] ] v - |u - |u [ ] v v [
Ganeral Administration
2330 - Special Aeva 1 L 1 T 1 1 1 1 T
Total Ganaral Administration: |« n v 1 [ [ ' v v [
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YEAR 1
SCHOOL BUDGET
Fy2011-2012

FY 2314-2012 Comtrics Mara Crrier S=oond Name Hare: CRIGMAL DLDGET 1SR 214 PE
Hefess] Imprevemen| Grnt 100050
e By Ermgacats T e o Pt [ = Toa oo = ¥r i Alga wm
L it e AL L B Srvicen S B SarEL SppEL Frepany ] [ il vy L AR TR FT-RSTS L Sl B
coat Fgl

Othar Expanifurss - Inafr
|Support

ZH0 - ZTE Shedartl T e porialon
Sarvios

22080 - 2309 Ceniral Suppor? Servioes
i Fech)

Total Ciner Expenditurss -
Instr Support:

Othar Expandifures -
Honinstr Support

IWE - ZH O Monima rucBonal

Total Ot Eaperdibres - Mon-nst o

Total Cursenl Oper Expendiiuses
{ var-aneE
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YEAR 1

SCHOOL BUDGET

Fy2011-2012

Y 3432 Cemtrics Mara Crriaer Sotoed e Hace: CRIGMAL BLDGET AGEAA 214 PH
School Imarovemen Grant 100040
o A [ e FLI kLS [ [ =T Teaw [T Alkgauwmn
kg Bl B [T— ETTL e AR TebwuE Sebvchl Pl Fropary gt kb LR -] FrR RARRATIE rn-nc:'nllrlm\ :bcrx.nm
HON-REVEMUE
TRAMSACTIONS:

T110 bredirec? Cosbs Tranalers Dl

Total MonHevere Transscbom

[Total Expenoiure &
HonR avenus Transactons
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YEAR 2 BUDGET SUMMARY
Fy 2012-2013

i ORIGINAL 5
FY 2012-2013 School District Name BUDGET 112611 12:43 PM

School Improvement Grant 1003(g) School Name

A, 2 YEAR Empioyes Emplayss Fral Purchased At PUr Tiher iter ol
(. | Budget Summary Salarias Benafiz Services Services Servicas Supplles Proparty Objects Uses L
00-159 200-255 S00-399 A48 500559 E0-E59 007 BO0-E55 00-955 0559

Inamucton

1110 - Kindergarten ProgrEmes

1120 - Elamentary Programs

1130 - Middle-Aunior High Programs

1140 - High Sthool Programs

1250 - After Schodl Progams

1270 - Remedialion Exianded School Year

o e

1310 - 1380 AdultContinuing Education
1410 - 1420 Summer School ProgRms
1330 - 1990 Other Instruciona Frograms
2110 - 2119 Aftendance & Socltal Work Svs.
2120 - 2123 Guidance Senices

2130 - 2139 Healh Senvices

2130 - Other Suppon Serices - Students
2210 - 2290 Improwement of InstnucSon
2220 - 2229 Educatonal Meda Sanvices
Total Insfruction:

Genaral Admilnkstration

2330 - Spedial Area AdminisiEtion

Total General Administration: [l
Ofer Expandiures - Insir Support

2710 - 2793 Student Transponation Sanicas 5 5 5 | L] ] L]
2800 - 25899 Ceniral Support Senvices (Tech)
Toital Ofher Ex s - Instr Su

Offier Expandtures - Honinatr Support

3900 - 3353 Other Noninstnuchional

Total Ofher Expenditures - Non-Insfr

Total Curmant Opsr Expenaiiares [1000-3593)
HOH-REVENLUE TRANS ACTIONS:

T110 Indirect Coats Tramsfers Out

Total MonRevenue Transacions B 5 5 5 [ 5 [ ]
Total Expenditure & HonRevanus Transactions § - % 3 3 ) 3 ) ) ) $

L R L R L L L L L L L L
EECREETEER Rl R E N i Eo N EE i EE N E N L E N E i ]
EECR T EER EEl R E N i Eo N EE i EE N EE N T E E i ]
EECR T EER EEl R E N i Eo N EE i EE N EE N T E E i ]
A A A | i A e A e A e (A

o |o | [ fon |oa e s

"
"
"
“
W

|
£
£
|
-lll-u
£
£

L

L

'

“

£l
£l
£l
£l
ELl
£l
Eol

“

el
=
=
=
el
.
=
=
i
il
[

L | Rl K
L | R Rl
| | | e

w
w

NOTICE: THE AMOUNTS REPORTED IN THIS SUMMARY ARE THE SUM OF THE DISTRICT LEVEL BUDGET PAGES AND SCHOOL LEVEL BUDGET PAGES FOR YEAR 2.
THE CELLS HAVE BEEN PFROTECTED TO PREVENT DATA ENTRY OM THIS PAGE.

66




DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 20122013

YEAR 2

FY HAZ-3013

Sotond N

ORGIMAL DUDGCT

ATWT 1 1243 P

Schoal Improvemen! Grant 1004g|

. P—— Empiame Empioryes Frol Furct e
- et ETETE [E ] P el
R ] o Tmmm [L==TT]

Errar Cxnar Totai Angra wiT.
Fregay L sk AN gL R HAREA THE BT P
L]
] ] FE EE10]

InatmecEicn
1102 - Finderparien I'rograms. 1
1122 - temeniary g anms i

1138 - MigSe-Junioe High Programs |3

1148 - High Scheal Progeans i

12650 - Afat Schood Progean 1
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WEAR 2

DSTRICT BUDGET
FY 20122013
FY 33343 o Kara: TRAKGENAL DUDGET 15691 1243 P
choo Imerevenen! Grant 100934g)
Evpanma [T Pred T e Bar xar =] Totwi Aigra wET.
L dmErss EeasTa e aerviced FE Sppieh gy Oopscm ey Al b Fre MRS THE e e
Bge
EES] O T] e [I=TT] [E=T] ] TR e (EX10]
1Z7T - Memediation Eatended School
W a 1 1 1 1 a a 1 L] 1
1310 = 1300 Adull*Contnuing
Educatmn 1 1 ] 1 1 a 1 ] ] 1
140 - 20 Surmme School
Programs [ [ 1 x x [ [ 1 1 x
T30 - 1990 Oher Irmstructionsl
Programs a a ] 1 1 a a ] 2 1
2719 - ZUTF Alendarcs & Sodal
Fiorh S [ [ ] 1 X a [ ] ] 1
2120 - 21280 Guidares Serdoes 1 1 ] ] 1 ] 1 ] ] 1
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YEAR 2
DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 2012-2013

mirici Mame: Sl N ORIGIMA OUDIET | AT 1243 P

P A E-31A3

Sehol Improvement Grant 100Hg)|

Fr B30T [ BTy ot FUC R [T, Rigra wEn

e Cimtct ut Samres [ Sarvicea Sarvices Sewicas [ame—— Fropany s AR THE S s
By

sk a8 Dbz e

3] (EX1]

T ] ] [T BTy [ 1] TR ]

2130 - 2130 Health Servkons a ] 1

21000 - Ottt Suppeart Servioes -
Shudents a [

ZT10 - W Improvemant of
Iz brasfiun

21 - 2N Bdscalional Weda
Sereias a 1

Tofal Imsmuction: u [ 1 1 1 1

Ganaral Administration a [ ] 1 1

2330 - Sowcial Kinea Sdrminislrslion a3 [l 1 1 1

Tofal General Administration: |. [ 1 1 1
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YEAR 2
DISTRICT BUDGET
FY 2012-2013

Y BEAT-2EA3 Dirict Mama: So=oni Kams: ORKEMAL DUDGET | D61 1243 Pl

School Improvenen! Grant 1080 34g|

e Empiama Empioryes i et A e Far irbar [E=r Toxmi aigra wir,
e Dhrn-g- L rek BT Beiice ervced T Sappey FrOpaTy Do Ty AN ODcTL Fre My ThE BCree LT
L]

T o Txmm [T o aw [ 1] TR =] E Ex1]

Other Expendiures -

Imstrucdonal Sugp:nt a [ ] X X [ [ ] ]

ITHE - 270 Sludent Teans portaion
Sereias 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] L] 1

IEOT - 25090 Canfral Suppor Serviows
Tech a ] 1 1 1 E ] 1 1 1

Todal Other Expendiiunss -

Inatrucional Support 1 3 ' i i 3 3 . ' !
Expendiures -

Olher

Honinstructional 5

IO - JFED CHibent Weow b moetrusc ional a 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1
Total Other Expendituras -

MonHnatructional Support i i i 2 2 8 i 1 i .

7100 iedirect Costs Trar fers Out a 1 1 1 1 Ll 1 1 1 1

Total henFereenus Tramssctions Ll 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1

Total Expandiurs &
MonRevenus Trarsactions 1 1 a ' ' a i s 1 ¥
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YEMAR 2
BCHDOOL BUDGET

FY 20122043
Py 28 23S Dt Kama Ermer Schoed T ears Rkl BUDSET AT Tl e
Tt ) T T S o P £ T Toeal ot T Fom e
[ Bwts [ free— rwraa [a— Fropaty e [T PR L] AT [ ———— Fe——
o
e o] FoE ] o e g e rEre e [T
Instrustion
114 - K arier eI 1 B 1 ] 1 1 1 1 ] 1
1 z 3 x a 1 a 1 u 1
A1H - Middis-Junicr High Programs |4 ] [ 1 [ T [ 1 1 1
114 - High School Progrems 1 I Il ] Fl 1 1 1 ] 1
A28 - Afwr Schaoa| Programs 1 L] a ] a x a 1 ] 1
4274 - Remadisfion Exisrded Scheal
i 4 1 u L] ] L] 1 L] 1 ] 1
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YEAR 2
SCHOOL BUDGET

FY 20122043
Y - [FR— [ ——— PR AL BUCGET AT P
Scheal mperovamanl Grant 0 Hgh
= Tt o T S o P £ Toeal Revnd S T Fon e
L - B Sk S T S e L e (= [ L RAEATVE Fie b gtk Bt P
o e
= amo P Py P Erge e ] e e

114 - 138 AduliContinuing
Eduradizn 1 u ] L] 1 ] 1
HH - W3 Surmemer School Programal| . C - . - .
1 - 1M Oritar inetroctionsl
Frograms 1 B a a 1 ] 1
218 - 211 Afwrdarcs b Socisl Work
v 1 u ] L] 1 ] 1
2122 - 2129 Guidance Ssrvices 1 ] a 2 1 ] 1
21H - 211 Haalth Servicss 1 L] a 2 1 ] 1
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YEAR 2
SCHIOL BUDSET

FY 20122113
Fy 3 B D Hams e Scheed AT ers RRAL BUDGET AT B P
Schoal Imperovemsnd Grant NG
Tt ) T = E ) Toa Bevnad 10 1 Fown e
s s [ s arvicas " [e— FropeTy ey [T PR, [ e [ r———— y—
o e
o T Zo g rrrey P Ergn e rrrs ] e

1M - Dffar Sopport Sarvicas -

Shsdernts

12M - 229 improwsmant of
Inwiuchan

2229 - 2229 Educaiional Media
Laracea

Todal Inctnsotion:

General Adminlcbration

1M - Spacial fena

Todal Ganaral Admilnlciration:
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YEAR 2
SCHOOL BUDGET

FY 20122043
P [FR— [ ——— PR AL BUCGET AT P
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APPENDICES

Use this document as a checklist to verify that each requested appendix has been attached.
Additional appendices (any not appearing in this list) will NOT be accepted for review.

A.

Consultation with Stakeholders

[ ] Agendaand/or meeting minutes from stakeholder consultation
[ ] sign-inform

School Board Approval

D Agenda and/or meeting minutes from the Board meeting at which the application was
approved

Lead Partner Contracting Process

D Lead Partner Interview or Evaluation Tools, if applicable

|:| LEA’s model Memorandum of Understanding, if different from MDE’s
[ ] LEA’s model Request for Proposal

District Capacity for Selected Interventions

[ ] LEA’s Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs from most the recent audit
Needs Assessment

|:| Performance Framework

[ ] Intervention Model Selection Tool

Instruction

|:| Three-Tier Intervention Process

[ ] school Calendar and School Schedule

. Recruitment and Hiring

[ ] Turnaround/Transformation School Leader Job Description
[] Transformation Interview protocols

[ ] Turnaround Interview protocols

. Screening and Re-Hiring (Turnaround)

|:| Re-Hiring Interview protocols
Evaluation

[] Evaluation tools

School Governance

[ ] Organization Chart

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Exhibits 1 and 2
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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT GRANT 1003(g)
INTENT TO SUBMIT PROPOSAL
2011-2012

Section 1003(g) of ESEA authorizes the Secretary to award school improvement grants to State
Educational Agencies (SEAs). Title | School Improvement Grants will provide states and districts
the funds necessary to leverage change and turnaround schools.

Please complete and submit this form which allows the MDE to appropriately plan for the
evaluation process.

[ ] will apply for a School Improvement Grant (SIG)
[ ] Will not apply a School Improvement Grant (SIG)

D Are uncertain about submitting a School Improvement Grant (SIG)

DISTRICT:
ADDRESS:
PHONE NUMBER:

AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE:
DATE OF SUBMISSION:

Please complete this form and return by January 14 to:
Dr. Kim Benton
Office of School Recovery
P.O. Box 771, Suite 213
Jackson, Mississippi 39205

Fax to: Dr. Kim Benton
Office of School Recovery
601-576-2180

E-mail to: SIG@mde.k12.ms.us

Questions regarding the School Improvement Grants (SIG) should be directed to: Dr. Kim
Benton at 601-359-1879 or SIG@mde.k12.ms.us.
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GUIDANCE ON SELECTING SCHOOLS TO SERVE

The chart below was developed by the U.S. Department of Education to assist LEAs in determining which
schools it must commit to serve based on an LEA’s eligible schools portfolio.

If an LEA has one or more. .. In order to get SIG funds, the LEA
must commit to serve. ..
Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Il schools Each Tier | school it has capacity to

serve; at a minimum, at least one
Tier | school OR at least one Tier Il

school
Tier | and Tier Il schools, but no Each Tier | school it has capacity to
Tier 1l schools serve; at a minimum, at least one
Tier | school OR at least one Tier Il
school’
Tier | and Tier lll schools, but no Each Tier | school it has capacity to
Tier Il schools serve; at a minimum, at least one
Tier | school
Tier Il and Tier Il schools, but no The LEA has the option to commit
Tier | schools to serve as many Tier |l and Tier lll

schools as it wishes

Tier | schools only Each Tier | school it has capacity to
serve

Tier Il schools only The LEA has the option to commit
to serve as many Tier |l schools as it
wishes

Tier lll schools only The LEA has the option to commit
to serve as many Tier lll schools as
it wishes

If an LEA with Tier | schools is considering serving only Tier |l schools, the LEA should consult the Office
of School Recovery for guidance. After the submission deadline, should the application review reveal
that an LEA has the capacity to serve Tier | schools but declined to do so, the LEA’s Tier |l and Tier IlI
applications will be rejected.

! The number of Tier I schools an LEA has capacity to serve may be zero if, and only if, the LEA is using all of the
capacity it would otherwise use to serve its Tier | schools in order to serve Tier Il schools.
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COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS ASSESSMENT TOOL

The comprehensive needs assessment focuses on gathering data in five dimensions: student
achievement, curriculum and instruction, professional development, family and community
involvement, and school context and organization. Data should be disaggregated based on
race and ethnicity, students with an individual education plan, economically disadvantaged,
and limited English proficiency, in order to compare the achievement between subgroups.
Data may be examined across multiple years or grade levels to identify patterns and trends. By
using multiple data sources to triangulate the data, priority needs emerge from a foundation
supported by objective data. The purpose of a comprehensive needs assessment is not to look
for solutions but to let priority needs emerge across data sources.

In this tool, the LEA will find examples of key questions to answer and suggested data sources.
Remember, an LEA must separately complete and attach the Performance Framework.

Student Achievement
Information in this section pertains to the dimension of Student Achievement.

1. How well are students attaining the challenging academic standards set by the state and
school district?

2. Which students are struggling? In which areas are they struggling?

3. Is there a reduction in the rate of students leaving the school, either as a result of making a
voluntary transfer or because they are dropping out of the system?

Possible Data Sources

Student Achievement

v Analysis of MCT2/SATP and other test data over the last 3 years

v" Achievement comparisons for subgroups (e.g., boys/girls, LEP/non-LEP, free and
reduced lunch/non)

v Analysis of promotion and retention rates; achievement results for retained students

v"Analysis of special services (number and percentages of students, identified needs,
student progress)

v" Analysis of report card grades

v' Summarized assessment results by grade levels and/or programs (e.g., after-school
tutoring, summer school)

v" Mobility rate during school year—where students come from and go to

Curriculum and Instruction
Information in this section pertains to the dimension of Curriculum and Instruction.
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1. What are teachers and administrators doing to ensure that teaching methods are up-to-
date and the curriculum reflects state, local, and national content standards?

2. What opportunities are there on the job to improve the curriculum, raise expectations of
staff, and secure top-quality instructional materials?

3. What formative, interim, and summative assessments do we use to evaluate individual
students?

4. Is our assessment system sophisticated enough to provide quality, timely information useful
in decision-making about instruction?

Possible Data Sources

Curriculum and Instruction
Review of teachers’ familiarity with and use of curriculum/pacing guides
Review of school curriculum’s alignment to state standards
Review of class schedules—what is taught and time allotted to subjects
List of instructional materials used at each grade level/content area (check for
continuity across grades)
Number and type of assessments

AR NANIN

<\

School Context and Organization
Information in this section pertains to the dimension of School Context and Organization.

1. What s school culture like? Is discipline a problem at the school?
2. Do teachers have a voice in decision making and school policies?

3. Do school committees and decision-making bodies make it easier for teachers, parents,
paraprofessionals, support staff, and students to be heard?

4. Are all groups to be part of solutions to identified problems?

5. Is adequate time devoted to subjects in which students perform poorly?
6. What is the general state of the school’s facilities?

7. What is the achievement of nearby schools in the district?

8. Are there School Turnaround/Transformation Organizations or Support Service Providers
available to assist the school?
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Possible Data Sources

School Organization and Management
Analyses of staff meeting agendas, memos, etc.
List of school committees, responsibilities, activity
List of options for staff and parent input in decision making
List of general (across staff) concerns
School climate surveys
Recognition events for staff and students
Citizenship programs and efforts
Number and percentage of referrals by grade level
Identified “high risk” behaviors
Attendance and punctuality data (students and teachers)
Suspension/expulsion rate
Analysis of school discipline policy and how it applied in classrooms
Summaries of staff and student “school attitude”
List of Lead Partners
LEA-wide achievement data
Facilities assessment

LA RAN

Professional Development
Information in this section pertains to the dimension of Professional Development.

1. What s the school’s evaluation policy?

2. How does evaluation drive decisions about professional development, promotions, and
termination?

3. According to evaluations, how strong is the instructional capacity of existing staff? Is
capacity variable across grades/subjects?

4. Are there on-the-job opportunities for teachers to participate in meaningful professional
development?

5. Do teachers select the professional development opportunities available to them?

6. What follow-up takes place?

7. Are teachers working in a collaborative effort as team members and mentors?

8. What instruments can reliably assess the extent to which teachers are collaborating?

9. What can be done to further promote and enhance collaboration among teachers?
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Possible Data Sources

Professional Development
Evaluation tools and results
Schedule of classroom observations and feedback samples
Evaluation of professional development plan
Summary of professional development participation levels
List of “voluntary” and “required” professional development options
Strategies and practices available to provide direct help to teachers with difficulties
Time available for faculty to collaborate

ASANANENENENEN

Family and Community Involvement
Information in this section pertains to the dimension of Family and Community Involvement.

1. In what ways are parents and the community involved in meaningful activities that support
student learning?

2. How are parents and the community involved in school decisions?

3. Are health and human services available to support students and encourage healthy family
relationships?

4. If families speak languages other than English, are school messages communicated in those
languages?

5. Do services for families include students with disabilities, both physical and educational?

6. How can parents develop their parenting skills or gain access to other educational
opportunities through the school?

Possible Data Sources

Family and Community Involvement
v’ List of types and numbers of parent involvement events/options for last 2-3 years
v’ Analysis of grade-level and school-wide patterns for:
o Number/percentage of parents who participated in various parent involvement
events
o Types of information disseminated to parents (number and frequency)
o Summary data on parent volunteers (numbers, percentages, activities)
v’ List topics and frequency of parent training
v’ List specific input from parents and students regarding school decisions during past 2-3
years
v' Summary of parent organization meetings and activities during past 2-3 years
(numbers, percentages, results)
v Analysis of effectiveness of home-school communication tools

School Improvement Grant 8 LEA Application Toolkit




v’ List of community speakers in the classroom and their purposes for last 2-3 years
v' Types and purposes of school involvement with local businesses and community
organizations
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PERFORMANCE FRAMEWORK

The Mississippi Department of Education is required to submit data for 18 metrics for each Tier | and
Tier Il school that implements one of the four required school intervention models and is served with
SIG funds. For consistency in program evaluation, MDE is also requiring Tier Ill schools to comply with
the same data request.

In the initial application, LEAs are required to submit baseline data for each school for the school year
prior to the implementation of one of the intervention models, including the Tier Il intervention model.
LEAs must also propose annual targets for each subsequent year that the school implements the model.

After an LEA’s application has been approved, and prior to an LEA receiving grant funds, the LEA and
MDE will work together to finalize the LEA’s proposed annual targets for the leading and achievement
indicators of performance for each school. These indicators, and their definitions, are listed below.

METRICS DEFINED

Metric 1—Intervention Model: Identify the intervention model that the school is implementing —
transformation, turnaround, or closure.

Metric 2—AYP Status: Identify the State Accountability label and indicate if growth was met or not met.
Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 3—AYP Targets Met and Missed: Identify by reading/language arts, mathematics, and other
academic indicators whether AYP targets have been met or not met for each subgroup.
Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 4—School Improvement Status: Identify the AYP Improvement Status of Year 1, Year 2,
Corrective Action, Restructuring Planning, or Restructuring Implementation for each school.
Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 5—Number of Minutes and Types of Increased Learning Time Offered: This data group is the
number of minutes that all students were required to be at school and any additional learning time
(before school, after school, or summer school) for which all students had the opportunity to
participate. School minutes are the total of all full school days and half school days and any increased
learning time provided to all students in the school.
EXAMPLE: The regular school year for a school included 176 full school days and four half school
days that all students were required to attend.
e The schoolis in an LEA where a full day is 390 minutes and a half day is 195 minutes.
e The school also provided 80 days of additional learning time for which all students had the
opportunity to participate.
e The additional learning time lasted 90 minutes per day.
e The total minutes would be 76,620, calculated as follows:
o 176 days multiplied by 390 minutes = 68,640 minutes
o 4 days multiplied by 195 minutes =780 minutes
o 80 days multiplied by 90 minutes=7,200 minutes
o Add the results: 68,640+780+7,200 = 76,620 minutes
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Increased learning time is defined by the type of increased learning time that the school offered. The
following types of increased learning times should be reported: longer school year, longer school day,
before school, after school, summer school, weekend school.

Source: School Data Reports

Metric 6—Proficiency on State Assessments: Identify the percentage of students by each proficiency
level on the State assessments for reading/language arts and mathematics by grade and by student
subgroup.

Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 7—Student Participation Rate on State Assessments: Identify by subgroup, the percentage of
students who completed the reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.
Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 8—Average Scale Score: Identify the average scale score of students by each proficiency level on
the State assessments for reading/ language arts and mathematics, by grade and by student subgroup.
Source: School Data Reports

Metric 9—Attainment of English Language Proficiency: Identify the percentage of English Language
students who attain English proficiency.
Source: School Data Reports

Metric 10—Graduation Rate: Identify the percentage of students graduating from high school.
Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 11 — Dropout Rate — Identify the percentage of students who fail to graduate from high school
with their cohort group. Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 12 — Student Attendance Rate — Identify the number of school days during the regular school
year students attended school divided by the maximum number of days students could have attended
school during the school year. Source: NCLB Report Card

Metric 13- Dual Enroliment and Advanced Coursework — Schools will identify three data metrics for this
indicator. Source: School Data Reports
e Advanced Coursework is defined as the number of students who complete advanced placement
or International Baccalaureate classes. Completing the advanced coursework means that the
student finished the class either during the school year or in combination with summer school
and received course credit in accordance with state or local requirements.
o Dual Enrollment refers to the number of high school students who complete at least one class in
a postsecondary institution either during the school year or in combination with summer school
and receive course credit.
e Advanced Coursework and Dual Enrollment is defined as the number of students who complete
advanced coursework AND complete at least one class in a postsecondary institution either
during the school year or in combination with summer school and receive course credit.

Metric 14 — College Enrollment Rates- Identify the number and percentage of students who complete
high school and enroll in postsecondary institutions. Source: School Data Reports

Metric 15 — Discipline Rates- Identify the number of incidents of discipline data during the baseline
year. Source: School Data Reports
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Metric 16- Truants — Identify the number and percentage of students with 5 or more unexcused
absences. Source: School Data Reports

Metric 17 — Distribution of Teachers by Performance Level — Identify the percentage of teachers by
overall performance level (unsatisfactory, needs improvement, meets standards, exemplary) on the
LEA’s teacher evaluation instrument. Source: School Data Reports

Metric 18 — Teacher Attendance Rates- Identify the number of FTE days teachers worked divided by the
maximum number of FTE teacher working days. A teacher is considered absent if he or she is not in
attendance on a day in the regular school year when the teacher would otherwise be expected to be
teaching students in an assigned class. This includes both days taken for sick leave and days taken for
personal leave. Do not include administratively approved leave for professional development, field trips
or other off-campus activities with students. Source: School Data Reports

EVALUATING PROGRESS FOR RENEWAL: MDE will make grant renewal decisions for each school based
on whether the school has satisfied the following requirements in regards to its annual performance
targets for leading and achievement indicators:

e leading Indicators—A school must meet 6 of 9 leading indicator goals.

e Achievement Indicators—The school must also meet a minimum of 50% of applicable
achievement indicators.

MDE may grant exceptions to this rule only if highly unusual, extenuating circumstances occur.

METRICS BY CATEGORY

Leading Indicators

e Number of minutes within the school year and school day;

e Student participation rate on State assessments in reading/language arts and in mathematics, by
student subgroup;

e Dropout rate;

e Student attendance rate;

e Number and percentage of students completing advanced coursework (e.g., AP/IB), early-
college high schools, or dual enrollment classes;

e Discipline incidents;

e Truants;

e Distribution of teachers by performance level on an LEA’s teacher evaluation system; and

e Teacher attendance rate.

Achievement Indicators

e Percentage of students at or above proficiency level on State assessments in reading/language
arts and mathematics, by both grade level, and by student subgroup;

e Average scale score on State assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics, by grade,
for the “all students” group, for each achievement quartile, and for each subgroup;

e Percentage of limited English proficient students who attain English language proficiency;

e School improvement status and AYP targets met and missed,;

e College enrollment rates; and

e Graduation rate.
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SCHOOLWIDE LEADING INDICATORS: Complete the following tables for each school. (1 of 3)

Name of School:

Intervention Model

: Select one...

Performance Indicator

2009-2010 Baseline Data

Growth Targets for 2010-

2011

Progress Monitoring Tools and
Responsible Parties

2010-2011 Outcomes

Number of minutes within the school
day and school year

# of minutes in a
full school day

# of minutesin a
full school day

# of full school

# of full school

days days
# of minutesin a # of minutesin a
half day half day

# of half days

# of half days

# of additional
learning time
minutes

# of additional
learning time
minutes

# of TOTAL
minutes in school
year

# of TOTAL
minutes in school
year

# of minutesin a
full school day

# of full school
days

# of minutesin a
half day

# of half days

# of additional
learning time
minutes

# of TOTAL
minutes in school
year

Types of increased learning time | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Select one... Select one... Select one...
Select one... Select one... Select one...
Select one... Select one... Select one...
Select one... Select one... Select one...
Student participation rate on state assessments (schoolwide)—Language Arts
Subgroups All All All
IEP IEP IEP
LEP LEP LEP
ED ED ED
Asian Asian Asian
Black Black Black
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Native American Native American Native American
White White White

School Improvement Grant
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SCHOOLWIDE LEADING INDICATORS CONT. (2 of 3)

Performance Indicator 2009-2010 Baseline Data Growth Targets for 2010- Progress Mom.tormg T?OIS and 2010-2011 Outcomes
2011 Responsible Parties
Student Participation Rate on State Assessments (schoolwide) —Mathematics
Subgroups All All All
IEP IEP IEP
LEP LEP LEP
ED ED ED
Asian Asian Asian
Black Black Black
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
Native American Native American Native American
White White White
Dropout rate
Student attendance rate
Dual enrollment and advanced #: Students #: Students #: Students
coursework completing completing completing
Number and percentage of %: advanced %: advanced %: advanced
students coursework coursework coursework
#: Students #: Students #: Students
completing dual completing dual completing dual
%: enrollment %: enroliment %: enroliment
coursework coursework coursework
#: Students #: Students #: Students
completing both completing both completing both
%: advanced and dual | %: advanced and %: advanced and
enrollment dual enroliment dual enrollment
coursework coursework coursework
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SCHOOLWIDE LEADING INDICATORS CONT. (3 of 3)

Performance Indicator 2009-2010 Baseline Data Growth Targets for 2010- Progress Mom.tormg T?OIS and 2010-2011 Outcomes
2011 Responsible Parties
Discipline incidents Weapons Weapons
Number of discipline incidents in Weapons Offenses Offenses Offenses
each category Drug Offenses Drug Offenses Drug Offenses
Assaults/ Fights Assaults/ Fights Assaults/ Fights
Bullying/ Bullying/ Bullying/
Harassment Harassment Harassment
Theft Theft Theft
Non-Violent Non-Violent Non-Violent
Offenses in Offenses in Offenses in
Classroom Classroom Classroom
Other Non-Violent Other Non- Other Non-
Offenses Violent Offenses Violent Offenses

Truants
# and % of students with 5 or
more unexcused absences

%:

%:

%:

Teacher attendance rate

Distribution of teachers by Unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory
performance level on an LEA’s Needs Needs Needs
teacher evaluation system Improvement Improvement Improvement
Meets Standards Meets Standards Meets Standards
Exemplary Exemplary Exemplary
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GRADE-LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT INDICATORS: Complete the following tables for each grade in each school. (1 of 2)

Name of School: Intervention Model: Select one...

Progress Monitoring
Tools 2011-2012 Outcomes
Responsible Parties

Annual Growth Targets

GRADE: 2009-2010 Baseline Data Percentage Scoring Goals for 2011-2012

Percent Proficient

Basic or | Proficient

Language Arts M B P A
guag above or above

All

IEP

LEP

ED

Asian

Black

Hispanic

Native American

White

Basic or | Proficient

Mathematics M B P A
above or above

All

IEP

LEP

ED

Asian

Black

Hispanic

Native American

White
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GRADE-LEVEL ACHIEVEMENT INDICATORS CONT. (2 of 2)

Progress Monitoring
Tools and Responsible 2011-2012 Outcomes
Parties

Annual Growth Targets

GRADE: 2009-2010 Baseline Data Goals for 2011-2012

Average Scale Score

Language Arts Avg M B P A Avg M B P A Avg M B P

All

IEP

LEP

ED

Asian

Black

Hispanic

Native
American

White

Mathematics Avg M B P A Avg M B P A Avg M B P

All

IEP

LEP

ED

Asian

Black

Hispanic

Native
American

White
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SCHOOLWIDE ACHIEVEMENT INDICATORS: Complete the following tables for each school. (1 of 2)

Name of School:

Intervention Model: Select one...

Performance Indicator 2009-2010 Baseline Data Growth Targets for Progress Monitoring Tools 2011-2012 Outcomes
2011-2012 and Responsible Parties
AYP Status Select one... Select one... Select one... Select one... Select one... Select one...
AYP Status/ Targets
Language Arts Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum
All | Select one... Select one... Select one...
IEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
LEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
ED | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Asian | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Black | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Hispanic | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Native American | Select one... Select one... Select one...
White | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Mathematics Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum
All | Select one... Select one... Select one...
IEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
LEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
ED | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Asian | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Black | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Hispanic | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Native American | Select one... Select one... Select one...
White | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Other Academic Indicators | Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum Met/Not Met or <Minimum
All | Select one... Select one... Select one...
IEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
LEP | Select one... Select one... Select one...
ED | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Asian | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Black | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Hispanic | Select one... Select one... Select one...
Native American | Select one... Select one... Select one...
White | Select one... Select one... Select one...
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Performance Indicator

2009-2010 Baseline Data

Growth Targets for

Progress Monitoring Tools

2011-2012 Outcomes

2011-2012 and Responsible Parties
School Improvement Status Select one... Select one... Select one...
Graduation rate
College enrollment rate
(2 of 2)
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SELECTING AN INTERVENTION MODEL
This tool aids the LEA in considering the essential questions to select an intervention model that has the greatest potential to dramatically improve
outcomes for students attending a low-achieving school. This tool focuses on the last two steps in the five-step decision-making process, which is

summarized below.

Step 1: Identify eligible
schools that the LEA seeks
to serve.

Step 2: Conduct the
Comprehensive Needs
Assessment.

Step 3: While the results of
the Needs Assessment are

pending, learn more about
the interventions.

Step 4: Review the results
of the Needs Assessment
for the school.

Step 5: Using the decision-
making tool as guidance,
select an Intervention for
each school.

Tier Designations:

If an LEA has a Tier |
school, it must serve that
school before it serves
Tier Il or Tier Il schools
unless it does not have
the capacity to serve its
Tier | school. For more
guidance on selecting
schools to serve, see the
Mississippi Department
of Education’s website.

School Improvement Grant

Needs Assessment:
LEAs may use the Title |
Comprehensive Needs
Assessment in applying for
a School Improvement
Grant. The Title | needs
assessment has five
domains:
e Student Achievement
e  Curriculum and
Instruction
e School Context and
Organization
e Professional
Development
e Familyand
Community
Involvement

3 Models of Reform:
Although the U.S.
Department of Education
has designated four
models of reform, LEAs do
not have statutory
authority to use the re-
start model, which calls for
an LEA to close a school
and re-start it as a charter
school or under charter
management. The
remaining 3 available
interventions are

e Turnaround

e Closure

e Transformation

For more on these
interventions, LEAs should
consult the Mississippi
Department of Education’s
website.

Follow-up Questions:
When reviewing the
results, an LEA may
discover that it needs
more information about
a topic before it can
make a good decision.
Take the time to do
follow-up interviews or
gather more information
before moving forward.

Alignment: LEAs should
select an intervention
that addresses the needs
highlighted in the needs
assessment. Poor
alignment between the
needs assessment and
the selected interventions
will decrease the
likelihood than an LEA
will receive SIG money.
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Step 4: Review the results of the Needs Assessment for the LEA and each school.

The chief question to answer in determining the most appropriate intervention model is: What improvement strategy will result in the most immediate and
substantial improvement in learning and school success for the students now attending this school given the existing capacity in the school and the district? To
complete the table below, you will need a summary of the findings from the Needs Assessment. In the first column, check the boxes that accurately describe the
school. The checks in the right three columns indicate that if this characteristic is present, the respective intervention model could be an option.

INTERVENTION MODEL
CHARACTERISTIC CLOSURE TURNAROUND ‘ TRANSFORMATION
Student Achievement
] History of chronic, low achievement v v
:AII students experiencing low achievement/graduation rates v v
|:|Select sub-groups of students experiencing low-performance 4
[ Istudents experiencing low-achievement in all core subject areas v v
:Students experiencing low-achievement in only select subject v
areas
Curriculum and Instruction & Professional Development
[ Jevidence of pockets of strong instructional staff capacity 4
: Evidence of limited staff capacity v v
School Context and Organization
|:|Strong existing (2 yrs or less) or readily available turnaround/ v v
transformation leader
|:|Evidence of response to prior reform efforts v v
|:|Evidence of negative school culture v v
|:|Physical plant deficiencies 4
|:|Supply of external partners/providers v v
|:|Other higher performing schools in district 4
Family and Community Involvement
|:|Strong community commitment to school v v
TOTAL of 7 or % of 9 or % of 7 or %
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1. Based on the Capacity table above, rank order the intervention models that seem the best fit for this school. This is only an estimation of the best
possible model, but it is a place to start. Remember: An LEA can choose a transformation model for only 50% of its schools if it has a total of 9 or
more Tier | and Tier Il schools.

Best Fit Ranking of Intervention Models
A. Best Fit:

B. Second Best Fit:

2. Now answer the questions below for the model you consider the best fit and the model you consider the second best fit. Review the questions for
the other two models. Change the rankings if answering and reviewing the questions raises doubts about the original ranking.

School Closure Model
1. What are the criteria to identify schools to be closed?

2. Which higher-achieving schools have the capacity to receive students from the schools being considered for closure?

3. How will the receiving schools be staffed with quality staff to accommodate the increase in students?

4. What is the process for determining which staff members are dismissed and which staff members are re-assigned?

5. What supports will be provided to recipient schools if current staff members are re-assigned?

6. What safety and security considerations might be anticipated for students of the school to be closed and the receiving school(s)?

7. What are the budgetary implications of retaining surplus staff within the LEA if that is necessary?

8. What is the impact of school closure to the school’s neighborhood, enroliment area, or community?

9. How does school closure fit within the LEA’s overall reform efforts?
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The Turnaround Model

1.

2.

Is the LEA ready to meet all of the requirements of the turnaround model?

How will the LEA begin to develop a pipeline of effective teachers and leaders to work in turnaround schools?

How will the LEA recruit a new leader for the school?

How will the LEA support the school leader in recruiting and retaining highly effective teachers to the lowest achieving schools?

What are the budgetary implications of retaining surplus staff within the LEA if that is necessary?

What is the LEA’s own capacity to execute and support a turnaround? What organizations are available to assist with the implementation of the
turnaround model?

How will the district support the new leader in determining the changes in operational practice (including classroom instruction) that must accompany
the turnaround, and how will these changes be brought about and sustained?

The Transformation Model

1.

2.

Is the LEA ready to meet all of the requirements of the transformation model?

How will the LEA recruit a new leader for the school?

How will the LEA enable the new leader to make and sustain strategic staff replacements?

What is the LEA’s own capacity to support the transformation, including the implementation of required, recommended, and diagnostically determined
strategies?
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What changes in decision-making policies and mechanisms (including greater school-level flexibility in budgeting, staffing, and scheduling) must
accompany the transformation?

How will the district support the new leader in determining the changes in operational practice (including classroom instruction) that must accompany
the transformation, and how will these changes be brought about and sustained?
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Step 5: Select an Intervention Model for each school.

Using the information from Step 4, summarize your rationale for the intervention selected for each school.

SCHOOL

INTERVENTION

RATIONALE

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Select one...

Begin drafting the school proposals aligned with your chosen interventions. Good Luck!

School Improvement Grant
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Resources

See the Handbook on Effective Implementation of School Improvement Grants at www.centerii.org.

Also see resources below, which are also referenced in the Handbook.

Implementation

Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature. Tampa, FL: National Implementation
Research Network. Retrieved from http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~nirn/resources/publications/Monograph/pdf/Monograph full.pdf

Guldbrandsson, K. (2008). From news to everyday use: The difficult art of implementation. Ostersund, Sweden: Swedish National Institute of Public health. Retrieved from
http://www.fhi.se/PageFiles/3396/R200809 implementering_eng0805.pdf

Gunn, B. (n.d.). Fidelity of implementation: Developing structures for improving the implementation of core, supplemental, and intervention programs. Retrieved from
http://74.125.95.132/search?g=cache:9 DqqvdTjYEJ:www.nevadareading.org/resourcecenter/readingprograms.attachment/300169/Program_Implementation_Fidelity-
Developing Structures.ppt+fidelity+of+implementation:+developing+structures+for+improving+the+implementation+of+core,+supplemental,+and+intervention+programs&c
d=1&hl=en&ct=cInk&gl=us

Redding, S. (2006). The mega system: Deciding. Learning. Connecting. A handbook for continuous improvement within a community of the school. Lincoln, IL: Academic
Development Institute. Retrieved from www.centerii.org/survey

Steiner, L. (2009). Tough decisions: Closing persistently low-performing schools. Lincoln, IL: Center on Innovation & Improvement. Retrieved from
http://www.centerii.org/survey/

Walberg, H. J. (Ed.). (2007). Handbook on restructuring and substantial school improvement. Lincoln, IL: Center on Innovation & Improvement. Retrieved from
www.centerii.org/survey

This document is based on work by the Center on Innovation & Improvement, Academic Development Institute, Lincoln, lllinois. The Center on Innovation &
Improvement is a national content center in the comprehensive center system, funded by the U.S. Department of Education.
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http://www.centerii.org/
http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~nirn/resources/publications/Monograph/pdf/Monograph_full.pdf
http://www.fhi.se/PageFiles/3396/R200809_implementering_eng0805.pdf
http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:9_DqqvdTjYEJ:www.nevadareading.org/resourcecenter/readingprograms.attachment/300169/Program_Implementation_Fidelity-Developing_Structures.ppt+fidelity+of+implementation:+developing+structures+for+improving+the+implementation+of+core,+supplemental,+and+intervention+programs&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us
http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:9_DqqvdTjYEJ:www.nevadareading.org/resourcecenter/readingprograms.attachment/300169/Program_Implementation_Fidelity-Developing_Structures.ppt+fidelity+of+implementation:+developing+structures+for+improving+the+implementation+of+core,+supplemental,+and+intervention+programs&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us
http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:9_DqqvdTjYEJ:www.nevadareading.org/resourcecenter/readingprograms.attachment/300169/Program_Implementation_Fidelity-Developing_Structures.ppt+fidelity+of+implementation:+developing+structures+for+improving+the+implementation+of+core,+supplemental,+and+intervention+programs&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us
http://www.centerii.org/survey
http://www.centerii.org/survey/
http://www.centerii.org/survey

INTERVENTION REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDANCE

TURNAROUND

Requirements

1.

Replace the principal and grant the newly hired principal sufficient operational flexibility
(including in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive
approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase
high school graduation rates;

Using locally adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work
within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students,

a. Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and
b. Select new staff;

Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion
and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place,
and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the
turnaround school;

Provide staff ongoing, high-quality job-embedded professional development that is aligned
with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to
ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the
capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies;

Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the
school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, hire a “turnaround leader”
who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-
year contract with the LEA or SEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater
accountability;

Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and
vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic
standards;

Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the
academic needs of individual students;

Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time; and

Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for
students.

Optional Elements

In addition to the required elements, an LEA implementing a turnaround model may also
implement other strategies, such as a new school model or any of the required and permissible
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activities under the turnaround intervention model described in the final requirements. It
could also, for example, replace a comprehensive high school with one that focuses on science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). The key is that these actions would be
taken within the framework of the turnaround model and would be in addition to, not instead
of, the actions that are required as part of a turnaround model.

Definition of “job-embedded” professional development:
e It occurs on a regular basis (e.g., daily or weekly);
e |tis aligned with academic standards, school curricula, and school improvement goals;

e ltinvolves educators working together collaboratively and is often facilitated by school
instructional leaders or school-based professional development coaches or mentors;

e |t requires active engagement rather than passive learning by participants; and

e [t focuses on understanding what and how students are learning and on how to address
students’ learning needs, including reviewing student work and achievement data and
collaboratively planning, testing, and adjusting instructional strategies, formative
assessments, and materials based on such data.

Job-embedded professional development can take many forms, including, but not limited to,
classroom coaching, structured common planning time, meetings with mentors, consultation
with outside experts, and observations of classroom practice.

When implemented as part of a turnaround model, job-embedded professional development
must be designed with school staff.

Guidance
Must a turnaround school proposal contain plans to adopt a new instructional design?

Not necessarily. In implementing a turnaround model, an LEA must use data to identify an
instructional program that is research-based and vertically aligned as well as aligned with State
academic standards. If an LEA determines, based on a careful review of appropriate data, that
the instructional program currently being implemented in a particular school is research-based
and properly aligned, it may continue to implement that instructional program. However, the
Department expects that most LEAs with Tier | or Tier Il schools will need to make at least
minor adjustments to the instructional programs in those schools to ensure that those
programs are, in fact, research-based and properly aligned.

What are some examples of social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for
students that may be provided through Response to Intervention?

Social-emotional and community-oriented services that may be offered to students in a school
implementing a turnaround model may include health, nutrition, or social services that may be
provided in partnership with local service providers, or services such as a family literacy
program for parents who need to improve their literacy skills in order to support their
children’s learning. An LEA should examine the needs of students in the turnaround school to
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determine which social-emotional and community-oriented services will be appropriate and
useful under the circumstances.

CLOSURE
What costs associated with closing a school can be paid for with SIG funds?

An LEA may use SIG funds to pay certain reasonable and necessary costs associated with closing
a Tier | or Tier Il school, such as costs related to parent and community outreach, including, but
not limited to, press releases, newsletters, newspaper announcements, hotlines, direct mail
notices, or meetings regarding the school closure; services to help parents and students
transition to a new school; or orientation activities, including open houses, that are specifically
designed for students attending a new school after their prior school closes. Other costs, such
as revising transportation routes, transporting students to their new school, or making class
assignments in a new school, are regular responsibilities an LEA carries out for all students and
generally may not be paid for with SIG funds. However, an LEA may use SIG funds to cover
these types of costs associated with its general responsibilities if the costs are directly
attributable to the school closure and exceed the costs the LEA would have incurred in the
absence of the closure.

May SIG funds be used in the school that is receiving students who previously attended a school
that is subject to closure in order to cover the costs associated with accommodating those
students?

No. In general, the costs a receiving school will incur to accommodate students who are moved
from a closed school are costs that an LEA is expected to cover, and may not be paid for with
SIG funds. However, to the extent a receiving school is a Title | school that increases its
population of children from low-income families, the school should receive additional Title |,
Part A funds through the Title |, Part A funding formula, and those Title I, Part A funds could be
used to cover the educational costs for these new students. If the school is not currently a Title
| school, the addition of children from low-income families from a closed school might make it
an eligible school.

Is the portion of an LEA’s SIG subgrant that is to be used to implement a school closure
renewable?

Generally, no. The portion of an LEA’s SIG subgrant for a school that is subject to closure is
limited to the time necessary to close the school — usually one year or less. As such, the funds
allocated for a school closure would not be subject to renewal.
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TRANSFORMATION

Requirements

1.

10.

11.

Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the transformation
model;

Use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals that

a. Take into account data on student growth as a significant factor as well as other factors,
such as multiple observation-based assessments of performance and ongoing
collections of professional practice reflective of student achievement and increased high
school graduation rates; and

b. Are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement;

Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing this
model, have increased student achievement and high school graduation rates and identify
and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve
their professional practice, have not done so;

Provide staff ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned
with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to
ensure they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity
to successfully implement school reform strategies;

Implement such strategies as financial incentives and increased opportunities for promotion
and career growth that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills
necessary to meet the needs of the students in a transformation model;

Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and
vertically aligned from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic
standards;

Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) in order to inform and differentiate instruction to meet the
academic needs of individual students;

Establish schedules and strategies that provide increased learning time;
Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement;

Give the school sufficient operational flexibility (such as staffing, calendars/time, and
budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to substantially improve student
achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates;

Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related support
from the LEA, the SEA, or a designated external lead partner organization (such as a school
transformation organization or an EMO).

Optional Elements
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In addition to the required activities for a transformation model, an LEA may also implement
other strategies such as:

1.

Providing additional compensation to attract and retain staff with the skills necessary to
meet the needs of students in a transformation school;

Instituting a system for measuring changes in instructional practices resulting from
professional development;

Ensuring that the school is not required to accept a teacher without the mutual consent of
the teacher and principal, regardless of the teacher’s seniority;

Conducting periodic reviews to ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with
fidelity, is having the intended impact on student achievement, and is modified if
ineffective;

Providing additional supports and professional development to teachers and principals in
order to implement effective strategies to support students with disabilities in the least
restrictive environment and to ensure that limited English proficient students acquire
language skills to master academic content;

Using and integrating technology-based supports and interventions as part of the
instructional program;

In secondary schools—

a. Increasing rigor by offering opportunities for students to enroll in advanced coursework,
early-college high schools, dual enrollment programs, or thematic learning academies
that prepare students for college and careers, including by providing appropriate
supports designed to ensure that low-achieving students can take advantage of these
programs and coursework;

b. Improving student transition from middle to high school through summer transition
programs or freshman academies;

c. Increasing graduation rates through, for example, credit recovery programs, re-
engagement strategies, smaller learning communities, competency-based instruction
and performance-based assessments, and acceleration of basic reading and
mathematics skills;

d. Establishing early-warning systems to identify students who may be at risk of failing to
achieve to high standards or to graduate;

Partnering with parents and parent organizations, faith- and community-based
organizations, health clinics, other State or local agencies, and others to create safe school
environments that meet students’ social, emotional, and health needs;

Extending or restructuring the school day so as to add time for such strategies as advisory
periods that build relationships between students, faculty, and other school staff;
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10. Implementing approaches to improve school climate and discipline, such as implementing a
system of positive behavioral supports or taking steps to eliminate bullying and student
harassment;

11. Expanding the school program to offer pre-kindergarten;

12. Allowing the school to be run under a new governance arrangement, such as a
transformation division within the LEA or SEA; or

13. Implementing a per-pupil school-based budget formula that is weighted based on student
needs.

Guidance

Must the principal and teachers involved in the development and design of the evaluation
system be the principal and teachers in the school in which the transformation model is being
implemented?

No. The requirement for teacher and principal evaluation systems that “are designed and
developed with teacher and principal involvement” refers more generally to involvement by
teachers and principals within the LEA using such systems, and may or may not include teachers
and principals in a school implementing the transformation model.
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Intervention Model Checklist

Note: Regardless of intervention type, all proposals must complete the LEA Plan Overview in full.

School Proposal

I. Introduction

Item

Turnaround

Transformation

Closure

A. Descriptive
Information about
the Eligible School

[

[

[l

1. Newly Consolidated
School(s)
Information

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

[

B. Alignment with the
Needs Assessment
1. Comprehensive
Needs
Assessment
(Toolkit)

2. Intervention
Model Selection
(Toolkit)

[

C. Alignment with
Intervention
Requirements

Not Applicable

D. Implementation
Milestones

[

NOTE: If an LEA spends
money in the pre-
implementation period,
the LEA must meet the
standard for pre-
implementation plans. If
not, the LEA must address
this in the interview round
if the application
advances.

1. Pre-
Implementation
Plan
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Il. Teaching and Learning

Item

Turnaround

Transformation

Closure

A. Curriculum

1. Research-based

[

[

Not Applicable

2. Vertical
alignment

[

[

Not Applicable

B. Instruction

1. Instructional
improvements

Not Applicable

2. Three-Tier
Instructional
Intervention
Model/
Intervention
Process (IP)

]

[l

Not Applicable

3. Special
populations

Not Applicable

4. Increased time

Not Applicable

C. Assessments

Not Applicable

1. Current
assessments
2. Proposed .
P Not Applicable
assessments

3. Data-driven
decision-making

d O Oo

O] o O

Not Applicable

D. Instructional
Leadership and Staff

1. Current
instructional
staff

]

[

[l

2. Proposed
instructional
staff

[l

[

3. Consolidated
staff

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

School Improvement Grant

34

LEA Application Toolkit




lll. Operations and Support Systems

Item Turnaround Transformation Closure
A. Allocation of Financial
Resources D D D
B. Human Resource
Systems

1. Recruitment and
hiring

i. School Leader

[

[

Not Applicable

ii. Instructional staff

L

Not Applicable

iii. Financial
incentives

[

Not Applicable

2. Screening and re-
hiring

NN N

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

3. Employment
policies

i. Placement

[

[l

Not Applicable

ii. Evaluation policies

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

iii. Financial rewards

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

iv. Opportunities for
promotion and
career growth

[

Not Applicable

v. Termination

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

C. Organizational
Structures and
Management

1. Governance

[

O O o g

Not Applicable

2. Lead Partners
Schools are not required to
contract with Lead Partners.
If the school chooses to
contract with Lead Partners,
the school must have a clear
plan for services

[

[

Not Applicable

3. School Climate

L]

L]

Not Applicable

4. Facilities

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

[

D. Support for Teaching
and Learning

1. Professional
development

[

[

Not Applicable

2. Time for faculty
collaboration

Not Applicable
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Item

Turnaround

Transformation

Closure

E. Parentand
Community
Engagement

1. Community-school
relations

[

[

Not Applicable

2. Services for
parents and
community
members

Not Applicable

3. Engagementin
school
improvement

[

[

Not Applicable

F. Parentand
Community Outreach

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

[

G. Sustainability

L

L

Not Applicable
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SIG STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION SIGN-IN FORM
(Attach to the LEA Application.)

School District School
Date and Time of Meeting Meeting Place
SIGNATURE p ¢ Licensed L.Non-d Administrat District | Titlel Community Student
aren Staff icense ministrator Staff Staff Member uden
Staff

1. O ] ] ] ] ] O] L]
2. O ] ] ] ] ] O] L]
3. O ] ] ] ] ] O] L]
4. O ] ] ] ] ] O] L]
5 L] L] L] ] ] ] L] ]
6. ] ] L] ] ] ] [] ]
7. L] L] L] ] ] ] L] ]
8. ] ] L] ] ] ] [] ]
9. ] ] L] ] ] ] [] ]
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Non-

SIGNATURE parent | "€ | Licensed | Administrator | Douict | Triel | COMMUIY gy gent
Staff
10. [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
11. [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
12. [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
13. [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
14, [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
15. [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [
16. Il [ [ [ [ [ Il [
17. ] O O n ] ] H [
18. Il [ [ [ [ [ Il [
19. Il [ [ [ [ [ Il [
20. Il [ [ [ [ [ Il [
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LEAD PARTNER GUIDANCE

Two Types of Lead Partners

LEAs are not required to contract with Lead Partners as part of the School Improvement Grant
program. In order to better explain to LEAs their options for Lead Partners—and their option
not to choose a Lead Partner—MDE has categorized Lead Partners into two main types
available to LEAs in Mississippi. These two types are:

e School Turnaround/Transformation Organizations—School Turnaround/Transformation
Organizations (STTOs) have a governance role in the school.

e Support Service Providers—Support Service Providers supply services to the school but
do not have a governance role in the operations of the school.

Figure 1.

Contracting with a Lead Partner

LEAs will manage the entire process of recruiting, screening, evaluating, and selecting Lead
Partners. LEAs must describe their process in the LEA Application. LEAs must also provide their
model Request for Proposal, including the proposed scope of work potential Lead Partners
must address, and their model Memorandum of Understanding to be used in the contracting
process. During the grant review process, external reviewers will evaluate LEAs responses in
these areas to determine whether LEA proposed process is rigorous and evidence-based.

Special Instructions for Contracting with a School Turnaround/ Transformation Organization
If an LEA chooses to contract with a School Turnaround/ Transformation Organization, MDE
must approve the STTO prior to execution of an MOU between the LEA and the STTO. MDE will
not approve an STTO until after the LEA has been granted an FY2010 School Improvement
Grant award. In order to earn MDE approval of an STTO, LEAs must submit documentation to
MDE demonstrating the LEA used a rigorous, evidence-based screening process to select the
STTO. More details about the submission of documentation will be available once the FY2010
grantees have been selected.

Resources
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MDE has provided LEAs a Lead Partner Interview Protocol and a model MOU in the LEA
Application Toolkit. LEAs should contact MDE for any necessary technical assistance in
contracting with Lead Partners, especially in recruiting high-quality Lead Partners.
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LEAD PARTNER INTERVIEW

(This tool is an example of an interview protocol for prospective Lead Partners.)

Name of Lead Partner School District
Contact Information School District Contact
Questions \ Notes

Financial Management System

Describe the type of clients the contractor serves (e.g., schools vs.
districts, large or small districts, rural or urban, low income).

How many clients does the contractor currently serve?

Does the organization obtain an annual financial audit? What was
the outcome of the most recent audit? (Ask for documentation.)

Has the contractor ever had to cancel a contract or contracts? If so,
why?
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Management and Staffing Capacity

Who are the contractor’s key leaders and what is their level of
relevant professional experience?

How will the contractor staff this project?

Does the contractor’s staff have K-12 education experience?
Provide a current resume of all staff members who will work in the
district.

How does the contractor monitor the services of its staff?

What specific training and experience does the contractor’s staff
have in improving student performance, instructional coaching,
state curriculum standards, data analysis, and turnaround
strategies?

In the event that the school district is dissatisfied with the services
of the contractor’s staff, what is the process for changing
contractual staff?

School Improvement Grant

42

LEA Application Toolkit



Does the contractor internally review and assess the quality of
services it delivers? How?

Does the contractor solicit information from clients to determine
their satisfaction with the contractor’s products or services? By
what method, and how often?

What method(s) will the contractor use to communicate outcomes
of weekly services to the school district?

Provide a list of clients and contact information.

Does the contract or memorandum of understanding provide
specific details on the type and amount of services to be provided?

How flexible or customizable is the contract?
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Provide evidence that the contractor has been successful in
improving student performance outcomes in a short period of
time.

Provide evidence that the contractor has been successful in
improving teacher/principal quality in low-performing schools.

OTHER QUESTIONS:

Source: American Institutes for Research, “Choosing an Education Contractor: A Guide to Assessing Financial and Organizational Capacity”, 2006
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School Improvement Grant 1003(g) (SIG)
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Between

(Enter Local Educational Agency’s Name)
Local Educational Agency (LEA)

and

(Enter Lead Partner’s Name)
Lead Partner

Background

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is to clearly identify the roles and
responsibilties of each party as they relate to the implemenation of the School Improvement
Grant (SIG). The SIG, authorized under Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, provides financial resources to local educational agencies (LEA) for
providing assistance to persistently low-achieving schools that demonstrate the greatest need
and strongest commitment to raise substantially the academic achievement of their students.
To support this goal, the [Enter the LEA’s name and address] (hereinafter referred to as [LEA])
and [Enter the Lead Partner’s name and address] (hereinafter referred to as [LP]) will establish a
partnership to mutually promote the improvement of the educational infrastructure and
performance of [Enter the name of the school that will be served through this MOU] through
comprehensive, coordinated planning and implementation of services to the LEA and school.

Accordingly, [LEA] and [LP] operating under this MOU agree as follows:

Mission

[Name of LEA], as the LEA and subgrant receipient, is the administrator of the LEA’s SIG for
which it coordinates the improvement activities that are to be implemented in [Enter the name
of the school that will be served through this MOU]. Through this Understanding, the [LEA] plans
to [Enter a brief description of the LEA’s mission in carrying out the reform efforts at the school].

[Name of LP], as Lead Partner, serves as the independent organization that will provide direct,
long-term assistance to the LEA and [Enter the name of the school that will be served through
this MOU] in implementing [Enter the reform efforts the lead partner will perform in the
district/school to improve student achievement].

[LEA] and [LP], the parties to this Understanding, have the following common objectives/goals:

e [List the common objectives or goals the LEA and Lead Partner plans to achieve through this

collaboration]

Responsibilities
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The responsibilities of the [LEA] are to:
e [List the actions the LEA will take in order to meet the goal(s) established in this MOU]

The responsibilities of the [LP] are to:
e [List the actions the Lead Partner will take in order to meet the goal(s) established in this

MoU]

Both [LEA] and [LP] will ensure that program activities are conducted in compliance with all
applicable Federal, State, and local laws, ordinances, rules and regulations, provisions and public
policies required and all assurances outlined in the LEA’s SIG application approved by the
Mississippi Department of Education (MDE).

Evaluation

[LEA] and [LP] have established the following performance indicators for evaluating the success
of the implementation of this Understanding. The measures of annual growth set herein, shall
be considered during the time of review of this Understanding, at which time, it may be
extended, modified, or terminated.

Annual Performance Indicators

Action Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Enter the Enter the results that | Enter the results that | Enter the goal that
action/strategy that is | the Lead Partner the Lead Partner the Lead Partner
to be carried out by should have achieved | should have achieved | should have achieved
the Lead Partner towards meeting its towards meeting its by the end of Year 3
goal by the end of goal by the end of
Year 1 Year 2

Exception to LEA Policies

In order to successfully meet the terms of this Understanding, [LEA] gives [LP] the authority to
carry out the services described herein by releasing all of the rights, privileges, and liabilities
given to the [LEA] in the following LEA policies:

e [List the LEA policies that will prohibit the Lead Partner from carrying out its duties set forth
in this MOU.]
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VL.

The rights of the policies stated above shall be given to [LP] throughout the implementation of
this Understanding. [LEA] or [LP] may relinquish its rights set forth by giving thirty (30) calendar
days written notice to the other party and the effective date thereof.

Terms of Understanding

Timeline

This Memorandum of Understanding is made on [Enter the date that this Understanding will go
into effect] by and between [LEA] and [LP]. Review of this Understanding shall be made on or
before [Enter the date that this Understanding will be reviewed], at which time this
Understanding may be extended, modified, or terminated.

Funding

As full consideration for the services to be performed under this Understanding, and for all rights,
properties, and privileges vested in [LEA] by the terms of this Understanding, including the release
of [LEA], its assigns, agents, licensees, affiliates, clients and principals, representatives, heirs and
successors, from any liability for any releases granted by the terms of this Understanding in
perpetuity, [LEA] agrees to pay [LP] using the following breakdown:

Personnel Services: An Amount Not to Exceed $ (S /hr. x hrs. =
S /day x days), payable upon completion of services and submission of invoice
no later than ten working days after completion of specified services.

Travel: Actual Amounts May Not Exceed $ (May include airfare, lodging,
meals, etc.), reimbursed in accordance with the LEA’s travel policy upon receipt of travel
voucher after completion of specified services.

Commodities: Actual Amounts May Not Exceed $ , payable upon
completion of specified services and submission of original invoice by the ___ working day
of the month following the period of service.

Both [LEA] and [LP] acknowledge that funds received through this Understanding are through
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA); therefore, [LEA] and [LP] agrees
to the reporting and registration requirements of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 as outlined in Exhibit 1 (Attachment).

Reporting

Records, data, and other information acquired, developed, collected, or documented under this
agreement shall be the property of the originating agency. Such records shall be kept for a
period of five (5) years after final payment under this Understanding, unless the Mississippi
Department of Education authorizes their earlier disposition.

Updating
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VII.

VIII.

This Understanding will not be modified, altered, or changed except by the mutual agreement
by an authorized representative(s) of each party to this Understanding and must be confirmed
in writing.

Termination

If, for any reason, [LP] fails to meet to the standards described above to the satisfaction of[LEA],
[LEA] may terminate this Understanding immediately on written notice to [LP] and [LP] shall be
entitled to receive just and equitable compensation for any services completed or performed prior
to termination of this Understanding, as determined by [LEA]. Furthermore, [LEA] or the [LP] may
terminate this agreement at any time by giving thirty (30) business days written notice to the
other party of such termination and specifying the effective date thereof.

Principal Contacts

Each party hereby designates the following as the initial principal contacts for the agency. These
contacts may be changed at the participating agency’s discretion upon written notice to the
other participating agency.

Local Educational Agency: Lead Partner:

Principal Contact’s Name Principal Contact’s Name

Principal Contact’s Title Principal Contact’s Title

Principal Contact’s Address Principal Contact’s Address
Principal Contact’s Phone Number Principal Contact’s Phone Number
Principal Contact’s Fax Number Principal Contact’s Fax Number
Principal Contact’s Email Address Principal Contact’s Email Address
Signatures

Local Educational Agency:

Superintendent’s Typed Name and Signature Title Date

Board President’s Typed Name and Signature Title Date
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Lead Partners:

Lead Partner Representative’s Typed Name and Signature Title Date
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BUDGET GUIDANCE

General Guidance
An LEA’s proposed budget should cover a three-year period and should take into account the

following:

1. The number of Tier | and Tier Il schools that the LEA commits to serve and the
intervention model (turnaround, closure, or transformation) selected for each school.

2. The budget request for each Tier | and Tier Il school must be of sufficient size and scope
to support full and effective implementation of the selected intervention over a period
of three years. First-year budgets may be higher than in subsequent years due to one-
time start-up costs.

3. The portion of school closure costs covered with school improvement funds may be
significantly lower than the amount required for the other models and would typically
cover only one year.

4. The LEA may request funding for LEA-level activities that will support the
implementation of school intervention models in Tier | and Tier Il schools.

5. The number of Tier lll schools that the LEA commits to serve, if any, and the services or
benefits the LEA plans to provide to these schools over the three-year grant period.

6. The maximum funding available to the LEA each year is determined by multiplying the

total number of Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Ill schools that the LEA is approved to serve by $2
million (the maximum amount that an SEA may award to an LEA for each participating
school).
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ARRA EXHIBIT 1

Exhibit 1_

Reporting and Registration Requirements Under Section 1512 of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The recipient’ agrees to the following reporting and registration requirements of Section 1512 of
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and in accordance with 2 CFR § 176.50, if
applicable:

(a) This award requires the recipient to complete projects or activities which are funded under the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) and to report on use of
Recovery Act funds provided through this award. Information from these reports will be made
available to the public.

(b) The reports are due no later than ten calendar days after each calendar quarter in which the
recipient receives the assistance award funded in whole or in part by the Recovery Act.

(c) Recipients and their first-tier recipients must maintain current registrations in the Central
Contractor Registration (hffp/www. ccr.gov) at all times during which they have active federal
awards funded with Recovery Act funds. A Dun and Bradstreet Data Universal Numbering
System (DUNS) Number (http:/Avww.dnb.com) is one of the requirements for registration in the
Central Contractor Registration.

(d) The recipient shall report the information described in section 1512(c) of the Recovery Act
using the reporting instructions and data elements that will be provided online at

http./Aiwww. FederalReporting. gov and ensure that any information that is pre-filled is corrected or
updated as needed.

(e) The contractor shall ensure that all subcontracts and other contracts for goods and services
for an ARRA-funded project have the mandated provisions of this directive in their contracts.
Pursuant to title XV, Section 1512 of the ARRA, the State shall require that the contractor provide
reports and other employment information as evidence to document the number of jobs created
or jobs retains by this contract from the contractor's own workforce and any sub-contractors. No
direct payment will be made for providing said reports, as the cost for same shall be included in
the various items in the contract.

! As used here and hereafter, recipient means “any entity other than an individual that receives Recovery Act funds in the
form of a grant, cooperative agreement or loan directly from the Federal Government.” 2 CFR § 176.30.

ARRA Award Terms Page 1 of 11
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Required Use of American Iron, Steel, and Manufactured Goods Not Covered
Under International Agreements Under Section 1603 of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The recipient agrees to the following required use of American Iron, Steel, and Marnufactured Goods of Section 1603 of the of the
American Recovery and Reinvestrment Act and in accordance with 2 CFR §176. 140 when awarding Recovery Act funds for

construction, alteration, maintenarce, or repeair of a public building or public work that does not involve iron, steel, and/or
mamfactured goods covered under international agreements, if applicable:

School Improvement Grant

(a) Definitions. As used in this award term and
condition—

(1) Manuifactured good means a good brought to the
construction site for incorporation into the building or
work that has been—
(i) Processed into a specific form and
shape; or
(i1) Combined with other raw material to create
a material that has different properties than the
properties of the individual raw materials.

(2) Public building and public work means a public
building of, and a public work of, a governmental entity
(the United States; the District of Columbia;
commonwealths, territories, and minor outlying islands
of the United States; State and local governments; and
multi-State, regional, or interstate entities which have
govermmental functions). These buldings and works may
include, without limitation, bridges, dams, plants,
highways, parkways, streets, subways, tunnels, sewers,
mains, power lines, pumping stations, heavy generators,
railways, airports, terminals, docks, piers, wharves,
ways, lighthouses, buoys, jetties, breakwaters, levees, and
canals, and the construction, alteration, maintenance, or
repair of such buildings and works.

(3) Sreef means an alloy that includes at least 50 percent
iron, between .02 and 2 percent carbon, and may include
other elements.

(b) Domestic preference.
(1) This award term and condition implements
Section 1605 of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act)
(Pub. L. 111-5), by requiring that all iron, steel,
and manufactured goods used in the project are
produced in the United States except as
provided in paragraph (b)(3) and (b}(4) of this
section and condition.
(2) This requirement does not apply to the
material listed by the Federal Government as
follows:
[Award official ro list applicable excepted
materials or indicate ‘none’’

(3) The award official may add other iron, steel, and/or
manufactured goods to the list in paragraph (b)(2) of this
section and condition if the Federal Government
determines that—

(i) The cost of the domestic iron, steel, and/or
mamufactured goods would be unreasonable.
The cost of domestic iron, steel, or
mamifactured goods used in the project is
unreasonable when the cumulative cost of such
material will increase the cost of the overall
project by more than 25 percent;

(ii) The iron, steel, and/or manufactured good is
not produced, or manufactured in the United
States in sufficient and reasonably available
quantities and of a satisfactory quality; or

(iii) The application of the restriction of section
1605 of the Recovery Act would be
inconsistent with the public interest.

(c) Request for determination of inapplicability of Section
1605 of the Recovery Act.

(1)) Any recipient request to use foreign iron, steel,
and/or manufactured goods in accordance with paragraph
(b)(3) of this section shall include adequate information
for Federal Government evaluation of the request,
including—
(A) A description of the foreign and domestic
iron, steel, and/or manufactured goods;
(B) Unit of measure;
(C) Quantity;
(D) Cost;
(E) Time of delivery or availability;
(F) Location of the project;
(G) Name and address of the proposed supplier;
and
(H) A detailed justification of the reason for
use of foreign iron, steel, and/or manufactured
goods cited in accordance with paragraph
(b)(3) of this section.
(i1) A request based on unreasonable cost shall include
a reasonable survey of the market and a completed cost
comparison table in the format in paragraph (d) of this
section.
(iii) The cost of iron, steel, and/or manufactured goods
material shall include all delivery costs to the
construction site and any applicable duty.
(iv) Any recipient request for a determination
submitted after Recovery Act funds have been
obligated for a project for construction, alteration,
maintenance, or repair shall explain why the recipient
could not reasonably foresee the need for such
determination and could not have requested the
determination before the funds were obligated. If the
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recipient doesnot submit a satisfactory explanation,
the award official need not make a determination.

(23 If the Federal Government determines after funds
have been obligated for a project for construction,
alteration, maintenance, or repair that an exception to
section 1605 of the Recovery Act applies, the award
official will arnend the award to allow use of the foreign
iron, steel, and/or relevant manufactured goods. When
the basis for the exception is nonavailability or public
interest, the amended award shall reflect adjustment of
the award arncount, redistribution of budgeted funds,
and/for other actions taken to cover costs associated with
acquiring or using the foreign iron, steel, and/or relevant
manufactured goods. When the basis for the exception 15

the unreasonable cost of the dormestic iron,

steel, or manufactured goods, the award official shall
adjust the award amount or redistribute budgeted funds
b at least the differential established in 2 CFR
176.1100(z).

(3% Unless the Federal Governrent deterrnines that an
exception to section 1605 of the Recovery Act applies,
use of foreign ron, steel, and/for manufactured goods is
noncompliant with section 1605 of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

(dy Dater. To permnit evaluation of requests under
paragraph (b} of this section based on unreasonable cost,
the Recipient shall include the following information and
any applicable supporting data based on the survey of
suppliers:

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC ITEMS COST COMPARISON

Description

measure

ltem 1:
Foreign steel, iron, or manufactured good
Domestic steel, iron, or manufactured good
ltem 2:
Foreign steel, iron, or manufactured good .....

Domestic steel, iron, or manufactured GOod ..........coceercsmimrasmrrrrnmns

[include other applicable supporting information.
[inciude all delvery costs lo the construction site.]

[List name, address, felephone number, emall address, and contact for suppifers surveyed. Attach copy of response; if oral, attach summary.]
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School Improvement Grant

Required Use of American Iron, Steel, and Manufactured Goods
Covered Under International Agreements Under Section 1605 of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The recipient agrees fo the following required use of American Iron, Steel, and Marnufactured Goods (covered under
International Agreements) of Section 1605 of the of the Recovery and Reinvestment Act and in accordance with 2 CFR
$176.160 when awarding Recovery Act funds for construction, alteration, maintenance, or repaiv of a public building
or public work that involves iron, steel, and/or manufactured goods malterials covered under international agreements,

if applicable:

(a) Definitions. As used in this award term and
condition—

Designated country—

(1) A World Trade Organization Government
Procurement Agreement country ( Aruba, Austria,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hong Kong, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
Japan, Korea (Republic of), Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuama, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romamnia, Singapore, Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and United
Kingdom;

(2) A Free Trade Agreement (FTA) country (Australia,
Bahrain, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican
Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Isracl,
Mexico, Morocco, Nicaragua, Oman, Peru, or
Singapore); or

(3) A United States-European Communities Exchange of
Letters (May 15, 1995) country: Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovak
Republie, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and United
Kingdom.

Designated country iron, steel, and/or manufactured
goods—
(1) Is wholly the growth, product, or
mamifacture of a designated country; or
(2) In the case of a manufactured good that
consist in whole or in part of materials from
another country, has been substantially
transformed in a designated country into a new
and different manufactured good distinet from
the materials from which it was transformed.

Domestic iron, steel, and/or manufactured good—
(1) Is wholly the growth, product, or
manufacture of the United States; or
(2) In the case of a manufactured good that
consists in whole or in part of materials from
another country, has been substantially
transformed in the United States into a new and
different manufactured good distinct from the
materials from which it was transformed. There
is no requirement with regard to the origin of
components or subcomponents in manufactured

goods or products, as long as the manufacture
of the goods occurs in the Umted States.

Foreign iron, steel, and/or manufactured good means
iron, steel, and/or manufactured good that is not
domestic or designated country iron, steel, and/or
manufactured good.

Marnufactured good means a good brought to the
construction site for incorporation into the building or
work that has been—
(1) Processed into a specific form and shape; or
(2) Combined with other raw material to create
a material that has different properties than the
properties of the individual raw materials.

Public building and public work means a public building
of, and a public work of, a governmental entity (the
United States; the District of Columbia, commonwealths,
territories, and minor outlying islands of the United
States; State and local governments; and multi- State,
regional, or interstate entities which have governmental
functions). These buildings and works may include,
without limitation, bridges, dams, plants, highways,
parkways, streets, subways, tunnels, sewers, mains,
power lines, pumping stations, heavy generators,
railways, airports, terminals, docks, piers, wharves, ways,
lighthouses, buoys, jetties, breakwaters, levees, and
canals, and the construction, alteration, maintenance, or
repair of such buildings and works.

Steel means an all oy that includes at least 50 percent iron,
between .02 and 2 percent carbon, and may include other
elements.

(b) Iron, steel, and manufactured goods.

(1) The award term and condition described in this

section implements—
(i) Section 1605(a) of the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Pub. L. 111-5)
(Recovery Act), by requiring that all iron, steel,
and manufactured goods used in the project are
produced in the United States; and
(i) Section 1605{d), which requires application
of the Buy American requirement in a manner
consistent with U.S. obligations under
international agreements. The restrictions of
section 1605 of the Recovery Act do not apply
to designated country iron, steel, and/or
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manufactured goods. The Buy American
requirement in section 1605 shall not be
applied where the iron, steel or manufactured
goods used in the project are from a Party to an
intemational agreement that obligates the
recipient to treat the goods and services of that
Party the same as domestic goods and services.
This obligati on shall only apply to projects with
an estimated value of $7,443,000 or more.
(2) The recipient shall use only domestic or designated
country iron, steel, and manufactured goods in
performing the work funded in whole or part with this
award, except as provided in paragraphs (b)(3) and (b))
of this section.
(3) The requirement in paragraph (b)(2) of this section
does not apply to the iron, steel, and manufactured goods
listed by the Federal Government as follows:
[Award afficial to list applicable excepted materials or
mdicate “naie’’
(4) The award official may add other iron, steel, and
manufactured goods to the list in paragraph (b)(3) of this
section if the Federal Government determines that—

(i)The cost of domestic iron, steel, and/or
manufactured goods would be unreasonabl e.
The cost of domestic iron, steel, and/or
manufactured goods used inthe project is
unreasonable when the cumulative cost of such
material will increase the overall cost of the
project by more than 235 percent;

(ii) The iron, steel, and/or manufactured good is
not produced, or manufactured in the Umted
States in suffi cient and reasonably available
commereial quantities of a satisfactory quality;
or

(i11) The application of the restriction of section
1605 of the Recovery Act would be
inconsistent with the public interest.

(¢) Regquest for determination of mapplicabiiy af section
1805 of the Recovery Act arthe Buy American Act.
(1){1) Any recipient request to use foreign iron,
steel, and/or manufactured goods in accordance
with paragraph (b)(4) of this section shall
include adequate information for Federal
Government evaluation of the request,
including—
(A) A description of the foreign and
domestic iron, steel, and/or
manufactured goods;
(B) Unit of measure;
(C) Quantity;
(D) Cost;
(E) Time of delivery or availability;

(F) Location of the project;
{G) Name and address of the
proposed supplier; and
(H) A detailed justification of the
reason for use of foreign iron, steel,
and/ or manufactired goods cited in
accordance with paragraph (b)(4) of
this section.
(i) A request based on unreasonable cost shall
inelude a reasonable survey of the market and a
completed cost comparison table in the format
in paragraph (d) of this section.
(iii) The cost of iron, steel, or manufactured
goods shall include all delivery costs to the
constructi on site and any applicable duty.
(iv) Any recipient request for a determination
submitted after Recovery Aet funds have been
obligated for a project for construction,
alterati on, maintenance, or repair shall explain
why the recipient could not reasonably foresee
the need for such determination and could not
have requested the determination before the
funds were obligated. If the recipient does not
submmnit a satisfactory explanation, the award
official need not make a determination.
(2) If the Federal Government determines after funds
have been obligated for a project for construction,
alteration, maintenance, or repair that an exception to
section 1605 of the Recovery Act applics, the award
official will amend the award to allow use of the foreign
iron, steel, and/or rel evant manufactured goods. When
the basis for the excepti on is nonavail ability or public
interest, the amended award shall reflect adjustment of
the award amount, redistribution of budgeted funds,
and/or other appropriate actions taken to cover costs
associated with acquiring or using the foreign iron, steel,
and/or relevant mamifactured goods. When the basis for
the exception is the unreasonable cost of the domestic
iron, steel, or manufactured goods, the award official
shall adjust the award amount or redistribute budgeted
funds, as appropriate, by at least the differential
established in 2 CFR 176.110{a).
(3) Unless the Federal Government determines that an
exception to section 16035 of the Recovery Act applies,
use of foreign iron, steel, and/or manufactured goods
other than designated country iron, steel, and/or
manufactured goods is noncompliant with the applicable
Act.

(d) Dara. To permmt evaluation of requests under
paragraph (b) of this section based on unreasonable cost,
the applicant shall include the following information and
any applicable supporting data based on the survey of
suppliers:

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC ITEMS COST COMPARISON

Description

Unit of

measure Ouanllty

Cost
(dollars)”

Mem 1:

Foreign steel, iron, or manufactured good ....

Domestic steel, iron, or manufactured good .
Item 2:

Foreign steel, iron, or manufactured good

Domestic steel, iron, or manufactured good

[List name, address, telephone number, emall address, and conlact for suppiiers surveyed. Attach copy of response; if oral, attach summary.]

[include other ?le'cabh Suy riing information. j
Finclude all delvery cosis the construcition site.]
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Wage Rate Requirements under Section 1606 of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act.

The recipient agrees to the following wage rate requirements of Section 1606 of the of the
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and in accordance with 2 CFR §176.190 when issuing
annourncements or requesting applications for Recovery Act programs or activities that may
involve construction, alteration, maintenance, or repair, if applicable:

When issuing announcements or requesting applications for Recovery Act programs or activities
that may involve construction, alteration, maintenance, or repair the agency shall use the award
term described in the following paragraphs:

(a) Section 1606 of the Recovery Act requires that all laborers and mechanics employed by
contractors and subcontractors on projects funded directly by or assisted in whole or in part by
and through the Federal Government pursuant to the Recovery Act shall be paid wages at rates
not less than those prevailing on projects of a character similar in the locality as determined by
the Secretary of Labor in accordance with subchapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40, United States
Code. Pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 14 and the Copeland Act, 40 U.S.C. 3145, the
Department of Labor has issued regulations at 29 CFR parts 1, 3, and 5 to implement the Davis-
Bacon and related Acts. Regulations in 29 CFR 5.5 instruct agencies concerning application of
the standard Davis-Bacon contract clauses set forth in that section. Federal agencies providing
grants, cooperative agreements, and loans under the Recovery Act shall ensure that the standard
Davis-Bacon contract clauses found in 29 CFR 5.5(a) are incorporated in any resultant covered
contracts that are in excess of $2,000 for construction, alteration or repair (including painting and
decorating).

(b) For additional guidance on the wage rate requirements of section 1606, contact your
awarding agency. Recipients of grants, cooperative agreements and loans should direct their
initial inquiries concerning the application of Davis-Bacon requirements to a particular federally
assisted project to the Federal agency funding the project. The Secretary of Labor retains final
coverage authority under Reorganization Plan Number 14.
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Recipient Responsibilities regarding tracking and documenting Expenditures
under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The recipient agrees fo the following fracking and documenting responsibilities required by
Section 1606 of the Recovery and Reinvestment Act and in accordance with 2 CFR §176-210, if
applicable:

(a) To maximize the transparency and accountability of funds authorized under the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Pub. L. 111- 5) (Recovery Act) as required by
Congress and in accordance with 2 CFR 215.21 “*Uniform Administrative Requirements for
Grants and Agreements” and OMB Circular A—-102 Common Rules provisions, recipients agree
to maintain records that identify adequately the source and application of Recovery Act funds.
OMB Circular A-102 is available at Attp-/www. whitehouse.govw/omb/circulars/al 02/al 02. himl.

(b) For recipients covered by the Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular A—
133, “*Audits of States, L.ocal Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations,’’ recipients agree to
separately identify the expenditures for Federal awards under the Recovery Act on the Schedule
of Expenditures of Federal Awards (SEFA) and the Data Collection Form (SF—SAC) required by
OMB Circular A—133. OMB Circular A—133 is available at

http 7/ www. whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/al 33/a133. htmi. This shall be accomplished by
identifying expenditures for Federal awards made under the Recovery Act separately on the
SEFA, and as separate rows under Item 9 of Part III on the SF-SAC by CFDA number, and
inclusion of the prefix ““ARRA-"’" in identifying the name of the Federal program on the SEFA
and as the first characters in Item 9d of Part III on the SF-SAC.

(c) Recipients agree to separately identify to each subrecipient, and document at the time of
subaward and at the time of disbursement of funds, the Federal award number, CFDA number,
and amount of Recovery Act funds. When a recipient awards Recovery Act funds for an existing
program, the information furnished to subrecipients shall distinguish the subawards of
incremental Recovery Act funds from regular subawards under the existing program.

(d) Recipients agree to require their subrecipients to include on their SEFA information to
specifically identify Recovery Act funding similar to the requirements for the recipient SEFA
described above. This information is needed to allow the recipient to properly monitor
subrecipient expenditure of ARRA funds as well as oversight by the Federal awarding agencies,
Offices of Inspector General and the Government Accountability Office.
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Requirement to Comply with Provision of Section 902 of the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009

Section 902 of the ARRA requires that each contract awarded using ARRA funds must include a
provision that provides the U.S. Comptroller General and his representatives with the authority to:

(1) Examine any records of the contractor or any of its subcontractors, or any State or local
agency administering such contract, that directly pertain to, and involve transactions relating to,
the contract or subcontract; and

(2) Interview any officer or employee of the contractor or any of its subcontractors, or of any
State or local government agency administering the contract, regarding such transactions.

Accordingly, the Comptroller General and his representatives shall have the authority and rights
prescribed under Section 902 of the ARRA with respect to contracts funded with recovery funds
made available under the ARRA. Section 902 further states that nothing in 902 shall be
interpreted to limit or restrict in any way any existing authority of the Comptroller General.
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Required Whistleblower Protection Under Section 1553 of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

Section 1153 of Division A, Title XV of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009,
P.L.111-5, provides protections for certain individuals who make specified disclosures relating to
recovery Act funds. Any non-federal employer receiving recovery funds is required to post a
notice of the rights and remedies provided under this section of the Act.

Required Provision Noting Authority of Inspector General in of Section 1515(a) of
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

Section 1515(a) of the ARRA provides authority for any representatives of the United States
Inspector General to examine any records or interview any employee or officers working on this
contract. The contractor is advised that representatives of the Inspector General have the
authority to examine any record and interview any employee or officer of the contractor, its
subcontractors or other firms working on this contract. Section 1515(b) further provides that
nothing in this section shall be interpreted to limit or restrict in any way any existing authority of an
Inspector General.

Required Provision to Comply with NEPA and NHPA
Construction, Renovation, and Remodeling Projects Only

ARRA funded projects may be required to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and related statutes, including
requirements for plans and projects to be reviewed and documented in accordance with those
processes. Ifthe ARRA program from which funds are to be expended requires such language,
then NEPA and NHPA requirements may need to be included in contracts or sub-grants. Such
language would be dependent on federal oversight agency guidance as well as from the
following: http://nepa.gov/nepalregs/CEQ 1609 NEPA Guidance 03-12.pdf (NEPA only)

Requirement to Acknowledge Availability and Use of Funds

Contractors understand and acknowledge that any and all payment of funds or the continuation
thereof is contingent upon funds provided solely by ARRA or required state matching funds.
Pursuant to Section 1604 of the ARRA, contractors agree not to undertake or make progress
toward any activity using recovery funds that will lead to the development of such activity as
casinos or other gambling establishments, aquariums, zoos, golf courses, swimming pools or any
other activity specifically prohibited by the Recovery Act.

Requirement Regarding Federal, State and Local Tax Obligations
By submission of a proposal, contractors and subcontractors assert and self-certify that all

Federal, State and local tax obligations have been or will be satisfied prior to receiving recovery
funds.
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Requirement to Comply with Anti-Discrimination and Equal Opportunity Statutes

Pursuant to Section 1.7 of the guidance memorandum issued by the United States Office of
Management and Budget on April 3, 2009, ARRA Recovery funds must be distributed in
accordance with all anti-discrimination and equal opportunity statutes, regulations, and Executive
Orders pertaining to the expenditure of funds.

Requirement to Comply With All Other ARRA Requirements

The contractor will comply with any other requirements of ARRA, upon notification by this entity.
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Requirement to Comply with E-Verification Provision of Section 71-11-3 of the
Mississippi Code of 1972, as amended

The respondent represents and warrants that it will ensure its compliance with the Mississippi
Employment Protection Act (§71-11-3 of the Mississippi Code of 1972, as amended) and will
register and participate in the status verification system for all newly hired employees. The term
‘employee” as used herein means any person that is hired to perform work within the State of
Mississippi. As used herein, “status verification system” means the lllegal Immigration Reform
and Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996 that is operated by the United States Department of
Homeland Security, also known as the E-Verify Program, or any other successor electronic
verification system replacing the E-Verify Program. Contractor agrees to maintain records of
such compliance and, upon request of the State, to provide a copy of each such verification to the
State. Contractor further represents and warrants that any person assigned to perform services
hereunder meets the employment eligibility requirements of all immigration laws of the State of
Mississippi. Contractor understands and agrees that any breach of these warranties may subject
contractor to the following:

(a) termination of this Agreement and ineligibility for any State or public contract in Mississippi for
up to three (3) years with notice of such cancellationftermination being made public;

(b) the loss of any license, permit, certification, or other document granted to contractor by an
agency, department or governmental entity for the right to do business in Mississippi for up to one
(1) year or both.

(c)In the event of such termination/cancellation, contractor would also be liable for any additional
costs incurred by the State due to contract cancellation or loss of license or permit.
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ARRA EXHIBIT 2
OTHER ASSURANCES AND CERTIFICATIONS

e The District will comply with all applicable assurances in OMB Standard Forms 424B and D
(Assurances for Non-Construction and Construction Programs), including the assurances relating
to the legal authority to apply for assistance; access to records; conflict of interest; merit
systems; nondiscrimination; Hatch Act provisions; labor standards; flood hazards; historic
preservation; protection of human subjects; animal welfare; lead-based paint; Single Audit Act;
and the general agreement to comply with all applicable Federal laws, executive orders and
regulations.

e With respect to the certification regarding lobbying in Department Form 80-0013, no Federal
appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to
influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee
of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the making or renewal
of Federal grants under this program; the State will complete and submit Standard Form-LLL,
"Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," when required (34 C.F.R. Part 82, Appendix B); and the
State will require the full certification, as set forth in 34 C.F.R. Part 82, Appendix A, in the award
documents for all subawards at all tiers.

e Any LEA receiving funding under this program will have on file with the State a set of assurances
that meets the requirements of section 442 of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) (20
U.S.C. 1232e).

e To the extent applicable, an LEA will include in its local application a description of how the LEA
will comply with the requirements of section 427 of GEPA (20 U.S.C. 1228a). The description
must include information on the steps the LEA proposes to take to permit students, teachers,
and other program beneficiaries to overcome barriers (including barriers based on gender, race,
color, national origin, disability, and age) that impede access to, or participation in, the program.

e The district will comply with the following provisions of Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), as applicable:

= 34 CFR Part 74 --Administration of Grants and Agreements with Institutions of Higher
Education, Hospitals, and Other Non-Profit Organizations

= 34 CFR Part 76 -- State-Administered Programs, including the construction requirements
in section 75.600 through 75.617 that are incorporated by reference in section 76.600

= 34 CFR Part 77 -- Definitions that Apply to Department Regulations

= 34 CFR Part 80 -- Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative
Agreements to State and Local Governments, including the procurement provisions

= 34 CFR Part 81 — General Education Provisions Act—Enforcement

= 34 CFR Part 82 -- New Restrictions on Lobbying

= 34 CFR Part 85 — Government-wide Debarment and Suspension (Nonprocurement)
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SCHOOLS SERVED WITH FOR FY 2009 SIG FUNDS

Grad Newly
LEA NAME LEA NCES ID# SCHOOLNCES ID [Tier | Tier |l Tier lll Rate Eligible
Clarksdale School District 2801050 280105000119 X X
Claiborne County School District 2801020 280102000116 X X
Hazelhurst School District 2801830 280183000315 X
Hazelhurst School District 2801830 280183000316 X X
Indianola School District 2802070 280207000352 X
Jackson Public School District 2802190 280219000423 X
Leflore County School District 2802580 280258000503 X
North Panola School District 2803210 280321000630 X
LEA NAME Intervention
Clarksdale School District Transformation
Claiborne County School District  |Transformation
Hazelhurst School District Transformation
Hazelhurst School District Transformation
Indianola School District Transformation
Jackson Public School District Transformation
Leflore County School District Transformation
North Panola School District Transformation




SCHOOLS ELIGIBLE FOR FY 2010 SIG FUNDS

Grad [Newly
LEA NAME LEA NCES ID# |SCHOOL NAME SCHOOL NCES ID Tier | Tier Il Tier lll Rate Eligible
Covington County 2801290 Carver Middle School 280129000178 X X
Indianola 2802070 Carver Upper Elementary 280207000350 X X
Hollandale 2801890 Chambers Middle School 280189000332 X X
Drew 2801350 Drew Hunter High School 280135000201 X
Coahoma County 2801110 Friars Point Elementary School 280111000141 X X
Meridian 2802910 George W Carver Middle 280291000559 X X
North Panola 2803210 Greenhill Elementary School 280321000629 X X
Greenville 2801620 Greenville-Weston High School 280162000244 X
Clarksdale 2801050 J W Stamply Elementary School 280105000126 X X
Jefferson County 2802220 Jefferson County Elementary School 280222000426 X X
Jefferson County 2802220 Jefferson County Jr. High School 280222001292 X
Kemper County 2802310 Kemper County High School 280231001116 X
McComb 2802880 Kennedy Elementary 280288001061 X X
Holmes County 2801980 Lexington Elementary School 280198000896 X X
Coahoma County 2801110 Lyon Elementary School 280111000143 X
Yazoo City 2804770 McCoy Elementary 280477001260 X X
Shaw 2800780 McEvans School 280078000086 X X
West Tallahatchie 2804650 R H Bearden Elementary 280465000872 X X
Sunflower County 2804200 Ruleville Middle School 280420000897 X
Hollandale 2801890 Sanders Elementary 280189000333 X X
Leake County 2802520 South Leake Elementary School 280252001120 X X
Greenville 2801620 Stern Elementary School 280162000249 X X
West Bolivar 2800660 West Bolivar District Middle 280066000065 |X X
Kemper County 2802310 West Kemper Elementary School 280231000455 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Whitten Middle School 280219000421 X X
Holmes County 2801980 Williams Sullivan Elementary School 280198001341 X X
Aberdeen 2800360 Aberdeen High School 280036000009 X
Leflore County 2802580 Amanda Elzy High School 280252001123 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Bailey Magnet School 280219001053 X
North Bolivar 2800720 Broad Street High School 280072000072 X X
Canton 2800900 Canton Public High School 280090000101 X
East Tallahatchie 2801410 Charleston High School 280141000207 X
Clarksdale 2801050 Clarksdale High School 280105000118 X
Coahoma County 2801110 Coahoma County Jr/Sr High School 280111000139 X
Tate County 2804230 Coldwater Attendance Center 280423000000 X X
Columbus 2801200 Columbus High School 280120000154 X
Walthall County 2804440 Dexter Attendance Center 280444000833 X
Oktibbeha County 2803420 East Oktibbeha County High School 280342000659 X X
Forest City 2801470 Forest High School 280147000213 X X




Jackson Public 2802190 Lanier High School 280219000396 X X
Laurel 2802460 Laurel High School 280246000479 X

Quitman County 2803810 M S Palmer High School 280381000730 X X
Meridian 2802910 Meridian High School 280291000567 X

Covington County 2801290 Mt. Olive Attendance Center 280129000181 X

Natchez-Adams 2803030 Natchez High School 280303000608 X X
Newton City 2803180 Newton High School 280318000626 X X
Okolona 2803390 Okolona High School 280339000654 X X
Perry County 2803570 Perry Central High School 280357001071 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Provine High School 280219000409 X

Hinds County 2801860 Raymond High School 280186000328 X X
Western Line 2804680 Riverside High School 280468000976 X

Sunflower County 2804200 Ruleville Central High School 280420001211 X

Hollandale 2801890 Simmons High School 280189001037 X X
South Delta 2803960 South Delta High School 280396000753 X X
Leake County 2802520 South Leake High School 280252000490 X

South Pike 2804080 South Pike Sr. High School 280408000773 X

Leake County 2802520 Thomastown Attendance Center 280252000491 X X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Vicksburg High School 280447000830 X

Lowndes County 2802730 West Lowndes High School 280264000531 X X
Oktibbeha County 2803420 West Oktibbeha County High School 280342000658 X X
West Tallahatchie 2804650 West Tallahatchie High School 280465000873 X X
Holmes County 2801980 Williams-Sullivan High School 280198000339 X

Yazoo City 2804770 Yazoo City High School 280477000888 X

Hattiesburg 2801800 9™ Grade Academy - HHS 280180000309 X

Drew 2801350 A W James Elementary School 280135000199 X

Brookhaven 2800840 Alexander Jr. High School 280084000090 X

Leflore County 2802580 Amanda Elzy Elementary School 280252000499 X X
Amite County 2800420 Amite County High School 280042000027 X

Benton County 2800600 Ashland High School 280060000049 X

Yazoo City 2804770 B E Woolfolk Middle School 280477000887 X

Noxubee County 2803300 B F Liddell Middle School 280330000643 X

South Panola 2804050 Batesville Jr. High School 280405000764 X

South Panola 2804050 Batesville Middle School 280405001250 X

West Jasper 2804590 Bay Springs Middle School 280459000899 X X
Cleveland 2800750 Bell Elementary School 280075000075 X X
Aberdeen 2800360 Belle Elementary School 280036000015 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Blackburn Middle School 280219000372 X

Clarksdale 2801050 Booker T Washington International Studies School 280105000128 X X
Greenville 2802190 Boyd Elementary School 280219000373 X X
Marshall County 2802850 Byhalia Elementary School 280285000550 X X
Marshall County 2802850 Byhalia High School 280285000548 X

Marshall County 2802850 Byhalia Middle School 280285001291 X




Hinds County 2801860 Byram Middle School 280186000321 X X
Leake County 2802520 Carthage Elementary School 280252001118 X
Leake County 2802520 Carthage High School 280252000487 X
East Tallahatchie 2801410 Charleston Middle School 280141000208 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Chastain Middle School 280219000380 X
Coahoma AHS 2801100 Coahoma Agricultural High School 280110000137 X
Covington County 2801290 Collins Elementary School 280129000176 X X
Covington County 2801290 Collins High School 280129000177 X
North Panola 2803210 Como Elementary School 280321000627 X X
North Panola 2803210 Crenshaw Elementary School 280321000633 X
Meridian 2802910 Crestwood Elementary School 280291000560 X X
Copiah County 2801220 Crystal Springs High School 280122000168 X
Copiah County 2801220 Crystal Springs Middle School 280122000167 X
Cleveland 2800750 D M Smith Elementary School 280075000080 X X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Dana Road Elementary School 280447000993 X X
Greenwood 2801650 Davis Elementary School 280165000255 X X
Forrest County 2801490 Dixie Attendance Center 280149000216 X X
Forrest County 2801490 Earl Travillion Attendance Center 280149000221 X X
Leflore County 2802580 East Elementary School 280252000501 X
Madison County 2802790 East Flora Elementary School 280279001006 X X
Jones County 2802280 East Jones Elementary School 280228000985 X
Kemper County 2802310 East Kemper Attendance Center 280231000452 X X
Marion County 2802820 East Marion Elementary School 280282001243 X X
Marion County 2802820 East Marion High School 280282000545 X
Marion County 2802820 East Marion Primary School 280282001243 X X
Oktibbeha County 2803420 East Oktibbeha County Elementary School 280342000656 X X
Union County 2804350 East Union Attendance Center 280435000821 X
Lincoln County 2802640 Enterprise School 280264000513 X
Webster County 2804560 Eupora Elementary School 280456000853 X
Wilkinson 2804710 Finch Elementary School 280471000877 X X
Forrest County AHS 2801510 Forrest County Agricultural High School 280151000222 X
Franklin County 2801530 Franklin Jr. High School 280153001111 X X
Franklin County 2801530 Franklin Upper Elementary School 280153001110 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Galloway Elementary School 280219000386 X X
Pascagoula 2803480 Gautier Middle School 280348000675 X
George County 2801560 George County Middle School 280156000840 X X
Greenwood 2801650 Greenwood Middle School 280165001005 X X
Gulfport 2801710 Gulfport High School 280171000276 X X
Lee County 2802550 Guntown Middle School 280252000492 X X
Marshall County 2802850 H W Byers Elementary 280285001268 X
Hancock County 2801740 Hancock County High School 280174001153 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Hardy Middle School 280219000389 X
Hattiesburg 2801800 Hattiesburg High School 280180000310 X




Hattiesburg 2801800 Hawkins Elementary School 280180001570 X
Forest City 2801470 Hawkins Middle School 280147000214 X
Clarksdale 2801050 Heidelberg School 280105000121 X X
Holly Springs 2801950 Holly Springs Intermediate School 280195000336 X
Holly Springs 2801950 Holly Springs Primary 280195000337 X
Covington County 2801290 Hopewell Elementary School 280129000180 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Hopkins Elementary School 280219000392 X X
Houston Separate 2802010 Houston High School 280201000345 X
Houston Separate 2802010 Houston Middle School 280201000040 X
Houston Separate 2802010 Houston Upper Elementary School 280201000346 X X
Humphreys County 2802040 Humphreys Jr. High School 280204001572 X X
Columbus 2801200 Hunt Intermediate School 280120000161 X
Mound Bayou 2800810 I T Montgomery Elementary School 280081000089 X X
Tate County 2804230 Independence Middle School 280423001294 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Isable Elementary School 280219000391 X X
Iltawamba County 2802100 Iltawamba Attendance Center 280210000358 X X
Holmes County 2801980 J J McClain Middle School 280198001324 X X
Carroll County 2800930 J Z George High School 280093000104 X
Pascagoula 2803480 Jackson Elementary School 280348000676 X X
Jefferson County 2802220 Jefferson Upper Elementary School 280222000209 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Johnson Elementary School 280219000393 X X
Clarksdale 2801050 Kirkpatrick School 280105000122 X X
Kosciusko 2802340 Kosciusko Sr. High School 280234000460 X X
Alcorn County 2800390 Kossuth High School 280039000020 X X
Lafayette County 2802370 Lafayette County Middle School 280237000967 X X
Laurel 2802460 Laurel Middle School 280246000473 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Lee Elementary School 280219000397 X X
Columbus 2801200 Lee Middle School 280122000162 X X
Leland 2802610 Leland School Park 280261001175 X X
Indianola 2802070 Lockard Elementary 280207000354 X
Attala County 2800510 Long Creek Attendance Center 280051000038 X X
Lumberton 2802760 Lumberton High School 280276000535 X
Simpson County 2803990 Magee Elementary School 280399001084 X X
Moss Point 2803000 Magnolia Jr. High School 280300000592 X
Meridian 2802910 Magnolia Middle School 280291000564 X
Jackson Public 2800930 Marshall Elementary School 280093000105 X X
McComb 2802880 McComb High School 280288000556 X
Poplarville 2803720 Middle School of Poplarville 280372000992 X
Holmes County 2801980 Mileston Elementary School 280198000342 X X
Smith County 2804020 Mize Attendance Center 280402000758 X
Natchez-Adams 2803030 Morgantown Elementary School 280303000602 X
Moss Point 2803000 Moss Point High School 280300000587 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Murrah High School 280219000403 X X




Hattiesburg 2801800 N R Burger Middle School 280180000980 X
Cleveland 2800750 Nailor Elementary School 280075000083 X X
Lauderdale County 2802430 NE Lauderdale High School 280243000469 X X
Neshoba County 2803060 Neshoba Central Elementary School 280306000611 X
Neshoba County 2803060 Neshoba Central Middle School 280306000990 X
Nettleton 2803090 Nettleton High School 280309000613 X X
Nettleton 2803090 Nettleton Middle School 280309001160 X
Nettleton 2803090 Nettleton Primary School 280309000614 X X
Lowndes County 2802730 New Hope High School 280273001127 X
Canton 2800900 Nichols Middle School 280090000103 X
Jackson Public 2802190 North Jackson Elementary School 280219001054 X X
North Panola 2803210 North Panola Jr. High School 280321001339 X X
North Pike 2803240 North Pike Middle School 280324000635 X
Meridian 2802910 Northwest Jr. High School 280291000569 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Northwest Middle School 280219001155 X
Noxubee County 2803300 Noxubee County High School 280330000642 X
Western Line 2804680 O’Bannon Elementary School 280468000875 X X
Western Line 2804680 O’Bannon High School 280468000975 X
Laurel 2803360 Oak Park Elementary School 280336000647 X X
Meridian 2802910 Oakland Heights Elementary School 280291000570 X X
Okolona 2803390 Okolona Elementary School 280339000653 X X
McComb 2802880 Otken Elementary 280288000555 X
Oxford 2803450 Oxford Middle School 280345000664 X
Pascagoula 2803480 Pascagoula High School 280348000678 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Peeples Middle School 280219000405 X
Picayune 2803630 Picayune Jr. High School 280363000697 X
Picayune 2803630 Picayune Memorial High School 280363000695 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Powell Middle School 280219000407 X
Aberdeen 2800360 Prairie Elementary School 280036000013 X X
Quitman County 2803810 Quitman County Elementary School 280381000732 X
Quitman 2803780 Quitman High School 280378000725 X X
Forrest County 2801490 Rawls Springs Attendance Center 280149000219 X X
Rankin County 2803830 Richland High School 280383000743 X X
Indianola 2802070 Robert L Merritt Middle School 280207000351 X X
Natchez-Adams 2803030 Robert Lewis Middle School 280303000604 X
Sunflower County 2804200 Ruleville Central Elementary School 280420000926 X X
Holmes County 2801980 S V Marshall Elementary School 280198000343 X X
Covington County 2801290 Seminary High School 280129000182 X
Covington County 2801290 Seminary Middle School 280129001337 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Siwell Middle School 280219000412 X
Greenville 2801620 Solomon Middle School 280162000248 X X
Pontotoc County 2803660 South Pontotoc High School 280366000703 X X
Jackson Public 2802190 Spann Elementary School 280219000414 X X




Laurel 2802460 Stainton Elementary School 280246000478 X X
Stone County 2804170 Stone High School 280417000790 X X
Stone County 2804170 Stone Middle School 280417000791 X X
Meridian 2802910 T J Harris Elementary School 280291000917 X X
Greenwood 2801650 Threadgill Elementary School 280165000259 X
Tunica County 2804290 Tunica Middle School 280429000809 X X
Walthall County 2804440 Tylertown Lower Elementary School 280444000835 X X
Walthall County 2804440 Tylertown Upper Elementary School 280444001272 X
Hinds County 2801860 Utica Elementary/Middle School 280186000326 X
Lee County 2802550 Verona Elementary School 280252000498 X X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Vicksburg Intermediate School 280447000994 X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Vicksburg Jr. High School 280447000831 X X
Greenwood 2801650 W C Williams Elementary School 280165000260 X X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Warren Central High School 280447000842 X X
Vicksburg-Warren 2804470 Warren Central Intermediate School 280447000996 X X
Yazoo City 2804770 Webster Street Elementary 280477000886 X
Meridian 2802910 West Hills Elementary School 280291000575 X X
Lowndes County 2802730 West Lowndes Middle School 280273001176 X
Marion County 2802820 West Marion Elementary School 280282001246 X X
Marion County 2802820 West Marion High School 280282001247 X
Marion County 2802820 West Marion Primary School 280282001060 X
West Point 2804620 West Point High School 280462000865 X
Jackson Public 2802190 Wilkins Elementary School 280219000422 X X
Wilkinson County 2804710 Wilkinson County High School 280471000879 X
Hattiesburg 2801800 Woodley Elementary School 280180000314 X
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This rubric is composed of three parts: the LEA Plan Overview, the School Proposal, and the Budget. Points for each item in the three
parts are calculated by multiplying the item’s weight by the rating of the school’s response. Weights for the items on each rubric
were determined as follows: 1 for basic information, 2 for state requirements, 3 for federal requirements. The ratings are worth the
following: 0 for “does not meet standard,” 1 for “partially meets standard,” 2 for “meets standard,” and 3 for “exceeds standards.”
Therefore, a response to an item with a weight of 3 and a rating of “meets standard” is given 6 points. LEAs must earn 75% of the
points available in each of the three parts (regardless of intervention model type) in order to advance to the interview round.

Summary of Scores for

Selected Model

LEA Plan Overview

School Proposal Budget Qualifying?
48 Po'lnts 271 Po'lnts )8 qunts
available available available c 2 = s
75% of points 75% of points 75% of & % Bl §J é
Turnaround 36 a‘:/a“;’ble 165 at\)/ailapble 21 points <% | 23|73 S
available -0 | va | a S
Points Points Points Select | Select | Select | Select
earned earned earned
48 Pqints 739 Pqints )8 Pqints
available available available c 3 = <
75% of points 75% of points 75% of g .°:>J ER: Ejb é
Transformation 36 a(\’/ailapble 179 at\)/ailapble 21 points 3 > 'g 3 E 3
available - 0| va | o S
Points Points Points Select | Select | Select | Select
earned earned earned
48 Pqints 58 Pqints )8 Pqints
available available available c 2 = o
75% of points 75% of points 75% of & -QSJ ER: 4?0 %
Closure 36 a(\)/ailz:)ble 43 al\)/ailapble 21 points 53 % 5 E 5
available -0 | vwa | o S
Points Points Points Select | Select | Select | Select
earned earned earned
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Introduction

Interventions
and/or other
evidence (student
achievement data,
financial data, or
data about
recruitment
challenges).

evidence.

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points

A. Descriptive Not applicable. [ ] Formis Not applicable. Form is missing any of Does not meet
Information about complete. the following: standard =0
the Eligible Schools [ N.ame, . ) Meets standard = 2

|:| Tier Designation,
[ ] Accountability
Label, 1
[ ]selected
Intervention,
[ ] NCES Code, or
] mSIS Code.

B. Lack of Capacity to Not applicable. Proposal meets all of | Proposal meets all of | Proposal meets any of No points awarded
Serve Tier | Schools the following: the following: the following: during initial review.
(IF APPLICABLE) [ ] LEA clearly [ ] LEA describes [ ] LEA’s
Although LEAs cannot describes why i-t why it. lacks the fexplanation for v\{hy
earn points for this lacks the ce.ap.aaty.to ca.p.auty tco serve all | it lacks the ca.pe.aaty
item, any confusion serve all eligible Tier | eligible Tier | . t(? serve all ell.glble
on tflwe part of | schoc?ls. . schools l?UT.thls Tier | schools is .
reviewers must be [_] This explanation | explanation is not vague or confusing.
addressed by LEAs in is supported by clearly supported by |:| LEA does not
the interview round, if facts the LEA the facts the LEA explain why it will
any of the LEA's ’ provides in Part Il, provides in Part Il, not serve all Tier | 0
school proposals B. District Capacity B., and the LEA does | schools.
advance. for Selected not provide further
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item, any confusion
on the part of
reviewers must be
addressed by LEAs in
the interview round, if
any of the LEA’s
school proposals
advance.

parties assisted in
the preparation of
the application.

further information
is provided.

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
C. Consultation with Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Stakeholders the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] Agenda, [ ] Agenda, [ ] Agenda, [] Agendais not Partially meets
minutes, and sign-in | minutes, and sign-in | minutes, and sign-in | attached. standard =3
forms are forms are forms are [] Minutes are not Meets standard = 6
completed and completed and completed and attached.
attached. attached. attached [] sign-in form is Exceeds standard = 9
[] The description [] The description BUT not completed or
of the consultation of the consultation the description of not attached. 3
with stakeholdersis | with stakeholdersis | the consultation is [] Description of
clear. clear. vague. the consultation is
[] school provided not provided.
multiple
opportunities for
meaningful
stakeholder
consultation.
Disclosure of Not applicable. Proposal meets at Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of No points awarded
External Party least one of the least one of the the following: during initial review.
.. following: following:
Appllcatlon |:| Form is clear |:| External parties |:| LEA did not
Assistance and complete. are listed, BUT the certify whether
(IF APPLICABLE) OR parties’ roles are external parties
Although LEAs cannot [ ] The LEA certified | not clearly assisted in the
earn points for this that no external described. application AND no 0
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District Leadership

|:| Evidence of
Board approval is
ambiguous.

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
A. District Governance | Not applicable. Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
. . following:
1. POIICy_ Ana_IVSIS [] Evidence [ ] Most of the [ ] No evidence Partially meets
and Timeline provided that the information in the provided that the standard = 2
LEA conducted a chart is clear BUT LEA conducted a Meets standard = 4
thorough policy some of the LEA’s policy analysis.
analysis. explanations of how | [_] Most of the
[ ] For each policy policies present a information
addressed, the LEA barrier are unclear. provided on policy
clearly describes [ ] Most of the barriers or changes
how the policy information in the is vague or
presents a barrier to | chart is clear BUT confusing.
reform and how the | some of the LEA’s 2
policy will be explanations of how
changed to policies will be
eliminate the changed are
barrier. unclear.
|:| For each policy |:| Some policies |:| The LEA fails to
addressed, the LEA have target provide completion
provides a completion dates dates for changing
reasonable timeline | that are not one or more
for when the work reasonable. policies.
of changing the
policy will be
completed.
2. School Board Not applicable. [] Clear evidence | Not applicable. Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Approval of Board approval is fhefOllOWf'ngi standard =0
provided. [ ] No evidence of
Board approval Meets standard = 6
provided. 3
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
3. Lead Partner Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Contracting the following: the following: the following: the following: standard =0
Process []The LEA’splan | [] The LEA [] The LEA has a [] The LEA does Partially meets
satisfies all of the describes a clear process for not have a process standard =3
items in the “meets | process for recruiting Lead for recruiting Lead Meets standard = 6
standards” column. | recruiting Lead Partners BUT this Partners.
Partners. process is unclear. Exceeds standard = 9
[ ] The LEAwilluse | [ ] The LEA’sRFPis | [_] The LEA does
MDE’s model clear but lacks not intend to use
Request for important sections, | MDE’s RFP but does
Proposals (RFP). such as a scope and | not provide its own.
OR timeline of work; OR
[ ] The LEA’s RFPis | budget information; | [_] The LEA’s RFP is
clear, high-quality, standard terms and | vague or confusing.
and encourages conditions; proposal
competition. due date and
format; required 3

[] The LEA
provides clear, high-
quality interview
protocols or
evaluation rubrics
for screening,
evaluating, and
selecting Lead
Partners.

[ ] The LEA’s
process for
screening,
evaluating, and
selecting Lead
Partners is clear and
includes responsible
parties and
timelines.

information;
assurances;
reporting
requirements; and
evaluation factors.

[ ] The LEA’s
process for
screening,
evaluating, and
selecting Lead
Partners is clear
BUT lacks persons
responsible or
timelines.

[ ] The LEA’s
process for
screening,
evaluating, and
selecting Lead
Partners is vague,
confusing, or
absent.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] The LEAwilluse | [ ] The LEA’sMOU | [_] The LEA does
MDE’s model is clear but lacks not intend to use
Memorandum of important sections MDE’s MOU but
Understanding including, but not does not provide its
(MOU). limited to, scope of | own.
OR work, OR
[] The LEA’s model | responsibilities of [] The LEA’s MOU
(MOU) is clear and parties, evaluation is vague or
high-quality. metrics and confusing.
process, and
funding
information.
B. District Capacity for | Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Selected the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
. following:
Interventions [] The LEA [] The LEA [] The LEA [] The LEA Partially meets
provides compelling | provides evidence provides weak provides no standard = 3
evidence that it has | that it has improved | evidence that it has | evidence that it has Meets standard = 6
improved student student outcomes improved student improved student
outcomes with with previous outcomes with outcomes with Exceeds standard =9
numerous, grants. previous grants. previous grants.
substantial grants.
|:| Executive |:| Executive |:| Executive |:| Executive
district leadership district leadership district leadership district leadership
will be deeply will be engaged in will be engaged in will not be engaged 3
engaged in the the improvement the improvement in the improvement
improvement process. process but the process.
process as engagement will be
evidenced by limited or unclear.
delegated

responsibilities for
various aspects of
the SIG process.
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Item

Exceeds

Meets

Partially Meets

Does Not Meet

Weight

Total Points

[ ] The LEA has a
clear plan for
internally
monitoring
implementation at
the school-level.
[ ] The LEA
presents evidence
of an unqualified
audit.

[ ] The LEA has a
clear plan for
internally
monitoring
implementation at
the school-level.

[ ] The LEA
presents
guantitative
evidence that
personnel involved
with the grant at
the school- or
district-level have a
track record of
success in raising
achievement.

[_] Neither the LEA
nor one or more of
its served schools
has been rated as
failing for two
consecutive years.
OR

The LEA is under
state
conservatorship.

[ ] The LEA
presents evidence
of an unqualified
audit.

] The LEA’s plan
for internally
monitoring
implementation at
the school-level is
unclear.

[ ] The LEA
presents evidence
that personnel
involved with the
grant have a track
record of success in
raising
achievement.

[] The LEA or one
or more of its
served schools has
been rated as failing
for two consecutive
years.

AND

The LEA is not
under state
conservatorship.

|:| The LEA has
some financial
accountability
issues that must be
addressed by the
LEA in the interview
round, if the
proposal advances.

[ ] The LEA
presents no plan for
internally
monitoring
implementation at
the school-level.

[ ] The LEA
presents no
evidence that
personnel involved
with the grant have
a track record of
success in raising
achievement.

[] The LEA failed to
provide its most
recent Schedule of
Findings and
Questioned Costs.

[ ] The LEA has
serious financial
issues.

8
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points

C. Sustainability Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet

the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:

[ ] The LEAmakesa | [_] The LEA makesa | [_] The LEA’s case [ ] The LEA’s Partially meets
particularly clear case for how it | for sustaining the response is vague or standard =3
compelling case for | will sustain reforms | reforms is mostly confusing. Meets standard = 6
how it will sustain from the district- clear, BUT it lacksa | [_] The LEA does
reforms from the level through description of how not describe how it Exceeds standard = 9
district-level support for quality the LEA, from the will sustain reforms
through support for | implementation, district-level, will from the district- 3
quality human capital support one of the level.

implementation,
human capital
development, and
on-going
community
engagement.

development, and
on-going
community
engagement.

following: quality
implementation,
human capital
development, or
on-going
community
engagement.

TOTAL POINTS:

All Intervention Models=48 points available; 36 points is 75%of points available
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School Proposal

School Proposal Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Introduction

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
A. Descriptive Not applicable. [ ] Formis Not applicable. Form is missing any of Does not meet
Information about complete. the following: standard =0
the Eligible School [ N,ame’ . . Meets standard = 2
|:| Tier Designation,
(ALL) [ ] Accountability
Label, 1
[ Jselected
Intervention,
] NCES Code, or
[] msIs Code.
1. Newly Consolidated | Not applicable. []Formis Not applicable. Form is missing any of Does not meet
School(s) complete. EJI:‘I’”OW""QZ standard = 0
. ame,
Information [] Accountability Meets standard = 2
(CLOSURE ONLY) Label, .
|:| Grades Served,
[Enroliment,
[ ] NCES Code, or
[] MSIS Code.
B. Alignment with the Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Needs Assessment the following: the following: least o.ne of the the following: standard =0
following:
(ALE) . [ ] Provides a clear, | [_] Clearly describes | [_] Description of [] Description of Partially meets
1. Comprehensive in-depth discussion | the school’s needs needs in any area is | needs is missing for standard = 3
Needs of the school’s in each area. unclear. one or more areas.
Assessment needs in each area. Meets standard = 6
(Toolkit) [] Provides both [] Provides [] Qualitative or [] Neither 3 Exceeds standard = 9

quantitative and
qualitative evidence
in each area;
evidence is
disaggregated.

qualitative or
guantitative
evidence of need in
each area.

guantitative
evidence provided
is inadequate to
support identified
needs.

qualitative nor
guantitative
evidence is
provided for one or
more areas.

10
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] completed [] Performance [] Performance [] Performance
Performance Framework is Framework is Framework is not
Framework sets complete; adequate | partially incomplete | attached.
reasonable but goals set. and/or goals are
ambitious goals for inadequate.
the school.
2. Intervention Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Model Selection the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
. following:
(Toolkit) [ ] completed tool | [_] Completed tool | [ ] Completed tool | [ ] Toolis Partially meets
explains in detail supports choice of does not fully incomplete or 3 standard = 3
how the choice of intervention model | support choice of missing. Meets standard = 6
the intervention as aligned with intervention.
model is alighed school needs. Exceeds standard = 9
with school needs.
Alignment with Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Intervention the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
. following:
Requirements [ ] The summary [ ] The summary [ ] The summary [ ] The summary Partially meets
(TURNAROUND/ chart provides a chart adequately chart references chart neither standard = 3
TRANSFORMATION | yccinct but addresses how each | fulfillment of each references nor Meets standard = 6
ONLY) detailed discussion intervention intervention addresses one or
of how each requirement will be | requirement, but more of the Exceeds standard = 9
intervention met. the chart does not intervention
requirement for the address how all of requirements for
chosen model will the requirements the chosen model. 3

be met.

[] Page references
provide clear
evidence that the
proposal will exceed
the intervention
requirements of the
chosen model.

[] Page references
provide evidence
that the proposal
will meet all of the
intervention
requirements.

will be met.

[] Page references
provide some
evidence of the
proposal’s
alignment with all
intervention
requirements, but
evidence is unclear
or weak for one or
more requirement.

[] Page references
do not provide
evidence of
proposal’s
alignment with the
intervention
requirements.

|:| Page references
directly contradict
any requirement.

11
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
D. Implementation Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Milestones the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
(ALE) [ ] Milestones are | [_] Milestonesare | [_] Some [ ] Too few Partially meets
clear, actionable, clear and milestones are milestones are standard = 2
and comprehensive. | actionable. unclear or not listed to evaluate Meets standard = 4
actionable. implementation.
[ ] Milestones [] Milestones [ ] some [ ] No milestones Exceeds standard = 6
assigned to specific | assigned to specific | milestones are not are provided.
individuals (by individuals (by assigned to specific | [_] No responsible 2
name and/or name and/or individuals. individuals are
position). position). given.
[ ] Milestones have | [_] Milestones have | [_] Some [ ] No timeline is
a clear timeline and | a clear timeline and | milestones lack a given.
evaluation process identified clear timeline or [] No identified
that allows for evaluation metric. identified evaluation metrics
continuous evaluation metric. are given.
monitoring of
milestones.
NOTE: If an LEA spends Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of No points awarded
money in the pre- the following: the following: least one of the the following: during initial review.
i i i following:
;r::iin;er,;zzz,?egi?;:l [ ] Tasks are clear, [ ] Tasks are clear, [] Some tasks are [] one or more
standard for pre- allowable, allowable, and unclear or not tasks are not
implementation plans. If actionable, and actionable. actionable. allowable.
not, the LEA must address | CompPrehensive.
this in the interview round |:| Tasks are |:| Tasks are |:| Some tasks are |:| Too few tasks 0

assigned to specific

assigned to specific

not assigned to

are listed to

if the application
advances. individuals (by individuals (by specific individuals. | evaluate the pre-
name and/or name and/or implementation
1. Pre- position). position). plan.
' . [ ] Tasks have a [ ] Tasks have a [] Some tasks lack
Implementation L L o
I clear timeline. clear timeline. a clear timeline.
an

SUB-TOTAL: Turnaround and Transformation = 35 points available Closure = 28 points available
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LEA Planning Form

Teaching and Learning

[] The school has a
clearly defined,
regular process for
determining the
effectiveness of
curricular materials.

[] The school has a
regular, clear, and
high-quality process
for determining
whether materials
are aligned with the
MS Frameworks.

[] The school has a
defined process for
determining the
effectiveness of
curricular materials.

[] The school has a
clear process for
determining
whether materials
are aligned with the
MS Frameworks.

[] The school has a
defined process for
reviewing curricular
materials regularly,
but the process will
not provide
information about
the effectiveness of
the materials.

[] The school has a
process for
determining
whether materials
are aligned with the
MS Frameworks,
but the process is
not adequate.

[ ] The school’s
process for
reviewing curricular
materials is vague
or confusing.

[ ] The school’s
process for
determining
whether materials
are aligned with the
MS Frameworks is
vague or confusing.

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
A. Curriculum Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
(TURNAROUND/ the following: the following: }et;lst o_ne of the the following: standard =0
‘ollowing:
TRANSEORMATICN [ ] The school uses | [ ] The school uses | [_] The school uses | [_] The school does Partially meets
ONLY) the MS Curriculum the MS Curriculum the MS Curriculum not use the MS standard = 3
Frameworks as the Frameworks as the Frameworks as the Curriculum Meets standard = 6
1. Research-based basis of the school’s | basis of the school’s | basis of the school’s | Frameworks as the
curriculum. curriculum. curriculum, BUT basis of the school’s Exceeds standard = 9
curriculum.
[] Proposed [] Proposed [ ] Proposed [] Proposed
materials are materials are materials are materials are not
research-based and | research-based and | research-based but | research-based or
sufficient to support | sufficient to support | not sufficient to are not sufficient to
full implementation | full implementation | support full support full
of the Frameworks of the Frameworks implementation of implementation of
in all subject in all subject the Frameworks in the Frameworks in
areas/grades. areas/grades. some subject most subject
areas/grades. areas/grades. 3
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The school hasa | [_] The school hasa | [_] The school’s [_] The school has Partially meets
regular, clear clear process for process for neither a regular standard = 3
process for reviewing and reviewing and nor clear process Meets standard = 6
reviewing and revising pacing revising pacing for reviewing and
revising pacing guides in all subject | guides in all subject | revising pacing Exceeds standard = 9
guides in all subject | areas/grades. areas/grades is guides in all subject
areas/grades. unclear. areas/grades.
[] The school has [] The school has [] The school has [_] The school has
provided a working | provided a working | provided a working | not provided a
link to, or other link to, or other link to, or other working link to, or
evidence of, the evidence of, the evidence of, the other evidence of,
. existence of pacing | existence of pacing | existence of pacing | the existence of
2. Vgrtlcal guides in each guides in each guides in some pacing guides in any 3
alignment subject area/grade. | subject area/grade. | subjects/ grades. subject area/grade.

OR

[] The school has a
clear, high-quality
plan (including a
timeline and
persons
responsible) for
developing pacing
guides.

|:| The school has a
clear, high-quality
plan for cross-grade
planning.

OR

[] The school has a
clear plan (including
a timeline and
persons
responsible) for
developing pacing
guides.

|:| The school has a
clear plan for cross-
grade planning.

BUT

[_] The school lacks
clear plans,
including a timeline
and persons
responsible, for
developing pacing
guides for the
remaining subject
areas/grades.

[ ] The school’s
plan for cross-grade
planning is unclear.

AND

[_] The school lacks
a clear plan,
including a timeline
and persons
responsible, for
developing pacing
guides in each
subject area/grade.

|:| The school has
no plan for cross-
grade planning.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] Proposed [] Proposed [] Proposed [ ] current or Partially meets
instructional instructional instructional proposed plans for standard =2
improvement improvement improvement instruction are Meets standard = 4
strategies are clear, | strategies are clear | strategies are clear | vague or confusing.
Instruction ir:c?mi?tive, and and effective. but ineffective. Exceeds standard = 6
effective.
(TURNAROUND/ [] Proposed [] Proposed [ ] some [ ] No alignment
TRANSFORMATION instructional instructional misalignment between proposed
ONLY) improvements are improvements are between proposed instructional 2
aligned to school aligned to school instructional improvements and
1. Instructional needs as identified needs as identified improvements and needs assessment.
improvements by the needs by the needs needs assessment.
assessment. assessment.
|:| Proposed |:| Proposed |:| Proposed |:| Instructional are
instructional instructional instructional not addressed or do
improvements will improvements will improvements will not indicate a
cover all cover tested address some change from
grades/subject grades/subject grades or subject current practice.
areas. areas. areas.
2. Three-Tier Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
Instructional the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
. following:
Intervention [] The school [] The school [ ] The school’s [ ] The school Partially meets
Model/ ) describes a describes a clear three-tier process is | provides no standard = 2
Intervention rigorous, intensive | three-tier process. unclear. evidence of a three- Meets standard = 4
Process (IP) three-tier process. tier process.
[] Current and [] Proposed [ ] Proposed [ ] The school’s 2 Exceeds standard = 6

proposed academic
and non-academic
services create a
school-wide system
of support for all
students.

academic and non-
academic services
enhance current
services to create a
system of support
for struggling
students.

academic or non-
academic services
are inadequate or
only marginally
improve current
services.

current and/or
proposed academic
or non-academic
services are vague
or confusing.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] current and
proposed academic
or non-academic
services are limited
to those provided
by special education
teachers or for
selected grades.
3. Special Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
populations the following: the following: least o.ne of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The school has [] The school has [ ] The school has [ ] The school’s Partially meets
clear, substantive clear, substantive clear plans for plans for enhancing 2 standard =2
plans for enhancing | plans for enhancing | enhancing instruction for Meets standard = 4
instruction for all instruction for AYP instruction for some | special populations
special populations | special populations | AYP special are vague or Exceeds standard = 6
at the school. at the school. populations. confusing.
4. Increased time Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
] Proposal will ] Proposal will ] Proposal will ] Proposal will not Partially meets
increase annual increase annual increase annual increase annual standard = 3
instructional instructional instructional instructional Meets standard = 6
minutes by at least minutes by at least minutes by less minutes.
300 hours. 150 hours. than 150 hours. Exceeds standard = 9
[ ] Increased time [ ] Increased time [ ] Increased time [ ] Increased time
will be mandatory will be mandatory will be open to all will not be open to 3

for all students.

|:| School
schedules and
school calendars
clearly demonstrate
instructional time is
equal to the
proposed increased
time.

for all students.

|:| School
schedules and
school calendars
clearly demonstrate
instructional time is
equal to the
proposed increased
time.

students.

|:| School
schedules and
calendars do not
align with proposed
increased time.

all students.

|:| School
schedules and
school calendars do
not demonstrate
increased
instructional time.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Assessments Proposal meets all of | Proposal meets all of | Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
(TURNAROUND/ the following: the following: }et;lst one of the the following: standard =0

‘ollowing:
AR [] current and [] current and [] current and ] The school’s Partially meets
ONLY) proposed proposed proposed current and standard =2
assessments cover assessments cover assessments cover proposed Meets standard = 4
1. Current all grades and all tested grades some tested grades | assessments are
assessments subject areas. and subject areas. and subject areas. vague or confusing. Exceeds standard = 6
[ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s
2. Proposed assessment plan assessment plan assessment plan assessment plan is
assessments includes formative, includes formative, includes formative, missing formative,
interim, AND interim, AND interim, AND interim, OR
summative summative summative summative
assessments for assessments for assessments for assessments for 2
each subject area/ tested subject some tested subject | tested subject
grade level. areas/ grade levels. | areas/grade levels. areas/ grade levels.
[] Proposed [] Proposed [ ] some proposed | [_] All proposed
assessments will assessments will assessments are assessments are
upgrade and/or eliminate gaps in duplicative. duplicative.
streamline the the current
assessment plan. assessment plan.
|:| New internal |:| New internal |:| New internal |:| Plans for new
assessments will be | assessments will be | assessments will internal
high-quality and high-quality and vary within grade- assessments are
standardized within | standardized in levels/ subject vague or confusing.
all grade-levels/ tested grades/ areas.
subject areas. subject areas.
3. Data-driven Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
decision-making the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] clear evidence is | [ ] Clear evidenceis | [_] Limited [ ] No or vague Partially meets
provided that provided that evidence is evidence of data- 3 standard = 3

instructional
decisions are
informed by data.

instructional
decisions are
informed by data.

provided that
instructional
decisions are
informed by data.

driven decision-
making is provided.

Meets standard = 6

Exceeds standard =9
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] Assessment plan | [_] Assessment plan | [_] Assessment plan | [_] Data provided
will provide timely will provide timely will provide timely will not be timely
data (within 1-3 data (within 4-5 data that can be (greater than a
days) that can be days) that can be analyzed by sub- week) nor will it
analyzed by sub- analyzed by sub- groups, items, OR permit
groups, items, and groups, items, and classrooms. disaggregated
classrooms. classrooms. analysis.
[ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s
systems/policies/ systems/policies/ systems/policies/ systems/policies/
procedures/ procedures/ procedures/ procedures/
structures to structures to structures to structures to
support data support data support data support data
analysis and use on | analysis and use on | analysis do not analysis and use on
a consistent basis a consistent basis provide adequate a consistent basis
are clear and align are clear. time for analysis. are vague,
with school confusing, or
schedules. missing.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] The staff plan [ ] The proposed [] Some positions [ ] The staff plan Partially meets
Instructional meets all items staff plan will or personnel are will not support full standard =2
Leadership and Staff under the “meets support full unnecessary to fully | implementation of Meets standard = 4
(&) standard” column. implementation of implement the the school proposal. B
1. Current the school proposal. | proposal. Exceeds standard = 6
T . [] The proposed [ ] Al staff [] some staff [ ] The staff plan is
instructional staff plan is positions are clearly | positions are not vague or confusing. 2
staff innovative. described. clearly described.
[ ] The proposed [ ] The proposed [ ] staff planis not | [_] Staff plan is not
2. Proposed staff plan reflects staff plan is aligned | aligned with the aligned to the
instructional evidence-based with the needs needs assessment. needs assessment.
staff school assessment.

improvement
strategies.

[] All SIG-funded
positions will meet
EDGAR cost
principles.

[] Any SIG-funded
position does not
meet EDGAR cost
principles.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points

Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet

the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:

[] staff [] staff [] staff [] The school’s Partially meets

consolidation plan consolidation plan consolidation plan staff consolidation standard =2

is clear. is clear. may need some plan is vague or Meets standard = 4
clarification. confusing.

[] consolidation [] consolidation [] consolidation [ ] The staff plan Exceeds standard = 6

plan eliminates all plan eliminates all plan eliminates adds or does not

duplicative or duplicative or some but not all eliminate any

unnecessary unnecessary duplicative or unnecessary

positions or positions or unnecessary positions or

3 Consolidated personnel. personnel. positions or personnel.

personnel. 5

staff ((GHOBUNE
ONLY)

[ ]Plan describes
how the district will
handle excess staff

(release v. transfer).

[] Plan describes
how the district will
use teacher
effectiveness (as
measured by
student data) to
determine which
personnel to
release or transfer.

[ ]Plan describes
how the district will
handle excess staff

(release v. transfer).

[]Plan’s
description of how
the district will
handle excess staff
is unclear.

[] Plan does not
describe how the
district will handle
excess staff.

SUB-TOTAL:

Turnaround and Transformation = 66 points available

Closure = 12 points available
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Operation and Support Systems

1. Recruitment and

hiring

i. School Leader

description for the
School Leader is
clear.

|:| The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is included.

description for the
School Leader is
clear.

|:| The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is included.

not have a job
description for the
School Leader.

|:| The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is vague or
confusing.

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
Not applicable. ] All additional [] Some sources of | [_] Use of additional Partially meets
sources of revenue additional revenue revenue clearly standard =2
A Allocation of will support/align will support/align does not align with Meets standard = 4
o ] with the SIG with the SIG the school proposal
Financial Resources proposal and the proposal and the or the school’s 2 Exceeds standard = 6
(ALL) school’s needs. school’s needs. needs.
[_] Explanations of
how resources will
support/align with
the SIG proposal are
vague or confusing.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The School [] The School [] The school’s [ ] The school’s Partially meets
Leader recruitment | Leader recruitment | recruitment plan is recruitment plan is standard = 3
B. Human Resource plan includes clear plan includes clear clear but the plan vague or confusing. Meets standard = 6
Systems timelines, multiple timelines and lacks one of the
(TURNAROUND/ recruitment ; multiple fogc:jwing: timelines, Exceeds standard =9
strategies, an recruitment job descriptions, or
UGS AL A en interview protocols. | strategies. applicant selection/
bt evaluation criteria. 3
[ ] The job [ ] The job [ ] The school does
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Not applicable. [ ] Evidence [ ] Evidence ] Evidence
retained principal retained principal retained principal
has a “track record has a “track record has a “track record

If the school will retain of success in raising | of success in raising | of success in raising

its principal, the student student student

proposal must also achievement” is achievement” is achievement” is not

meet the following clear, quantitative, clear and clear or not

items: and compelling. quantitative but not | quantitative.

compelling. [ ] Principal being
retained is not
“newly hired.”
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:

[ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s Partially meets
instructional staff instructional staff instructional staff instructional staff standard = 3
recruitment plan is recruitment plan is recruitment plan recruitment plan is Meets standard = 6
comprehensive and | clear and reflects lacks timelines or vague or confusing.
includes multiple intent to secure specific strategies. Exceeds standard = 9
methods for highly qualified
recruiting highly personnel.
qualified staff,
timelines, and

ii. Instructional responsible parties.

staff [] The school [] The school [ The school [] The school does 3

provides clear job
descriptions for all
instructional staff
positions.

[ ] The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
reflects high
expectations.

provides clear job
descriptions for all
core instructional
staff vacancies and
SIG-funded
positions.

[ ] The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is clear and reflects
high expectations.

provides clear job
descriptions only for
SIG-funded
instructional staff
positions.

[ ] The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is general.

not have job
descriptions for all
SIG-funded
instructional staff
positions.

[ ] The school’s
process for
evaluating/
selecting applicants
is vague or
confusing.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The school [] The school [ ] The school only | [_] The school Partially meets
proposes SIG- proposes SIG- proposes financial proposes no standard = 3
funded financial funded financial incentives currently | financial incentives, Meets standard = 6
. . incentives with incentives and available through SIG-funded or
- 'Flnanc.lal timelines. identifies any state or other otherwise. 3 Exceeds standard = 9
Incentives [ ] The school available state or federal programs.
proposes SIG- federal financial
funded financial incentive programs.
incentives that are
based on student
performance
outcomes.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] Plan describes [] Plan describes [ ] Plan is vague [] Plan does not Partially meets
in-depth how the how the district will | and does not clearly | describe how the standard = 3
district will use screen and re-hire describe how the district will Meets standard = 6
2. Screening and teacher no more than 50% district will screen determine which B
o & effectiveness (as of staff. and re-hire no more | personnel to release Exceeds standard =9
re-hiring measured by than 50% of current | or transfer. 3

F

student data) to
determine which
personnel to release
or retain (no more
than 50% of current
staff).

] Plan includes
interview protocols.

staff.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] Placement [ ] Placement [ ] Placement [ ] The school has Partially meets
3. Employment . . . =
.. process is clear and | processis clear and | processis clear but | no teacher standard = 3
policies driven by matching driven by matching driven by seniority placement policy
: Meets standard = 6
student need to student need to or teacher
i. Placement teacher teacher preference. 3 Exceeds standard = 9
(TURNAROUND/ effectiveness. effectiveness.
TRANSFORMATION | [ ] Teacher [ ] Teacher [] Placement
ONLY) preference is not a preference is taken process is vague or
factor in making into consideration confusing.
assignments. but not as the most
important factor.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] Plan meets all of | [_] Plan clearly [ ] Plan describes [_] Plan does not Partially meets
the items in the describes teacher teacher OR describe how the standard = 3
“meets standards” and administrator administrator district will evaluate Meets standard = 6
column. evaluation evaluation teachers and
processes that processes that administrators. Exceeds standard =9
] Plan also include both include both [_] Plan does not
B ] provides qualitative | informal and formal | informal and formal | include current
ii. Evaluation and quantitative observations and observations and evaluation tools.
policies indicators of artifacts as some artifacts as 3

F

effectiveness.

|:| Plan includes
board policies for
teacher and
administrator
evaluation.

indicators of
effectiveness.

|:| The plan
includes a timeline
and specific
improvements that
will be made to the
school’s evaluation
system.

indicators of
effectiveness.

[ ] The plan for
improvements to
the current
evaluation system is
unclear.

|:|Plan does not
provide
improvements or
changes to current
evaluation system.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] The school’s [ ] The school’s
evaluation system is evaluation system
rigorous, lacks rigor,
transparent, and transparency, and
equitable; uses equity; student data
student data as a as a significant
significant factor; factor; OR teacher
and was developed and principal input.
with teacher and
principal input.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The school [] The school [ ] The school’s [ ] The school Partially meets
proposes SIG- proposes SIG- plan for is vague or | proposes no standard = 3
funded financial funded financial confusing. financial rewards. Meets standard = 6
iii. Financial rewards with rewards.
rewards timelines and Exceeds standard =9
F policies. 3
) [ ] The school
proposes SIG-
funded financial
rewards that are
based on student
performance
outcomes.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
iv. Opportunities following: .
for promotion [ ] Opportunities [ ] Opportunities [ ] Opportunities [ ] Opportunities Partially meets
and career for promotion are for promotion are for promotion are for promotion or standard = 3
e |2 | Meesstondri=
(T;l,‘tl\ljvl\ﬁgg/l\;l;l\?// b confusing. Exceeds standard = 9
ONLY)
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
|:| Opportunities |:| Opportunities |:| Opportunities |:| Opportunities
for involvement in for involvement in for involvement in for promotion or
the decision-making | the decision-making | the decision-making | involvement in the
process are clear process are clear. process are limited. | decision-making
and substantive. process are not
included.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:

[ ]Plan providesa | [ ] Plan providesa | [ ] Plan’s [] Plan does not Partially meets
clear, in-depth clear description of | description of describe teacher standard = 3
description of teacher and teacher and and administrator Meets standard = 6
teacher and administrator administrator effectiveness and
administrator effectiveness and effectiveness and ineffectiveness. Exceeds standard = 9
effectiveness and ineffectiveness. ineffectiveness is
ineffectiveness. vague or confusing.
[] Plan includes [ ] Plan describesa | [_] Plan describesa | [_] Plan does not
board policies for process for non- process for non- describe how the

v. Termination teacher and renewal of teachers | renewal of teachers | district will non-
administrator and administrators. | OR administrators. renew or terminate 3

F

termination and
non-renewal.

|:| Plan includes a
clearly defined
process for
developing,
implementing, and
evaluating
outcomes of
improvement plans
for marginal
teachers and
administrators.

|:| Plan includes a
clearly defined
process for
developing
improvement plans.

[ ] Plan for
developing staff
improvement plans
is vague or
confusing.

teachers and
administrators.

[ ] No reference to
staff improvement
plans.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] Plan meets all ] organizational [] organizational [] organizational Partially meets
items in the “meets | charts which clearly | charts which clearly | charts which clearly standard =2
standards” column. | represent lines of represent lines of represent lines of Meets standard = 4
authority are authority are authority are vague
[ ]school included for both included for the or omitted. Exceeds standard = 6
improvement is the school and the school OR the
clearly a district- district. district.
wide priority as [_] The proposal ] The proposal’s [_] The proposal
demonstrated by an | includes a detailed description of the lacks a description
Organizational internal school description of the proposed changes of proposed
Structures and improvement proposed changes to the governance changes to the
Management monitoring process. | to the governance structure is vague or | governance
structure. confusing. structure. 5

1. Governance
(TURNAROUND/
TRANSFORMATION
ONLY)

[] District-level
staff support is clear
and adequate to
ensure fidelity of
implementation at
the school-level.

|:| Evidence is
provided to support
that the school’s
leadership will have
autonomy in making
school
improvement
decisions and will
be held accountable
for those decisions.

[] District-level
staff support is
limited.

|:| Autonomy
relevant to school
improvement at the
school-level is
limited.

[] No district-level
staff support is
provided.

|:| Decisions
relevant to school
improvement are
the responsibility of
district-level
leadership only.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of No points awarded
the following: the following: least one of the the following: during the initial
following: ;
2. Lead Partners [] The plan meets [ ] The plan [ ] The plan ] The scope of review
(TURNAROUND/ all of the items in includes a includes a vague work does not
TRANSFORMATION ONLY) the “meets comprehensive, proposed scope of adequately define
Schools are not required to | sandards” column. | proposed scope of | work for the School | expectations for the
contract with Lead work for the School | Turnaround/ performance of
Partners. If the school [ ] The district Turnaround/ Transformation Lead Partners.
chooses to contract with describes an Transformation Organization or 0
Lead Partners, the school internal process for | Organization or Support Service
must have a clear plan for monitoring the Support Service Provider.
services. If not, the school | etfectiveness of Provider.
must address this in the services provided by | [_] The scope of [] The scope of
interview round if the Lead Partners. work includes work includes
application advances. quantitative limited quantitative
performance performance
measures. measures.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] The plan meets [ ] Proposal clearly | [_] Proposal clearly | [_] Proposalis Partially meets
all items in the describes the describes the vague or confusing. standard = 2
“meets standards” school’s climate as school’s climate as Meets standard = 4
3. School Climate column. defined through the | defined through the
(TURNAROUND/ comprehensive comprehensive 5 Exceeds standard = 6
TRANSFORMATION needs assessment needs assessment
ONLY) process. process, BUT
|:| Proposed |:| Proposed proposed actions do |:| Proposal does

solutions develop
the capacity to
create a sustained
change in school
culture.

actions will directly
address the
problems identified
by the needs
assessment.

not address the root
cause of the
problems identified
by the needs
assessment.

not address climate
issues identified by
the needs
assessment.
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Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] Evidence is [] Proposed [] Proposed [] Proposed Partially meets
provided to consolidated facility | consolidated facility | consolidated facility standard =2
substantiate that is adequate to meet | may require may require Meets standard = 4
the proposed the needs of the changes to changes to
consolidated facility | new school accommodate accommodate Exceeds standard = 6
is a better facility population. additional students | additional students
4. Facilities than the closed or students of a or students of a
(_) school for all different age, different age, 2
students. BUT BUT
OR OR the school’s facility the school’s facility
[ ] The school has [ ] The school has plan or finances for | plan and finances
clear plans and clear plans and making facility for making facility
available funding for | available funding for | changes are changes are
making the making changes unclear. unclear.
consolidated school | required for facility
“state of the art” for | adequacy.
all students.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The proposal [] The proposal [] The proposal [ ] The proposal Partially meets
D. Support for includes all of the includes a includes a lacks a structured standard =3
Teach.ing and items in the “meets | comprehensive plan | comprehensive plan | professional Meets standard = 6
Learning standards” column. | that provides that provides development
(TURNAROUND/ targeted, job- targeted, job- process (not Exceeds standard =9
TRANSFORMATION ] The proposal embedded embedded continuous, job- 3
ONLY) includes a calendar professional professional embedded,

1. Professional
development

with clear lines of
responsibility for
implementation.

development which
is tied to staff
evaluations.

development but is
not tied to staff
evaluations.

comprehensive, or
targeted).
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School Proposal Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[ ] Proposed [ ] The proposal [ ] The proposed [ ] The proposal
activities are includes a system system for lacks a system for
designed to develop | for monitoring the monitoring the monitoring the
the capacity and implementation of implementation of professional
professional skills of | professional professional development
teachers and development development outcomes.
principals. initiatives that initiatives is unclear.
support the school’s
instructional
program.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[] School allots at [] School allots at [] School allots at []school schedules Partially meets
least 60 minutes a least 30 minutes a least 30 minutes a do not reflect standard = 2
week for faculty week for faculty week for faculty adequate time for Meets standard = 4
collaboration in collaboration in collaboration in faculty
grade-level, grade-level, grade-level, collaboration. Exceeds standard = 6
department-level, department-level, department-level,
or special services or special services or special services
groups and at least groups and at least groups and at least
90 minutes a month | 60 minutes a month | 60 minutes a month
. for full faculty for full faculty for full faculty
2. Time for faculty meetings. meetings. meetings. 2

collaboration

|:| Meetings are for
data analysis,
student progress,
curricular or grade-
level teaching
approaches, joint
lesson planning,
professional
development/
coaching, and/or
school-wide efforts
to support the
school proposal.

[] Meetings are for
data analysis,
student progress,
curricular or grade-
level teaching
approaches, joint
lesson planning, and
professional
development/
coaching.

|:| Meeting topics
are limited and do
not reflect the
scope of the school
improvement
process.

[ ] Meetings’
purposes are vague
or omitted.
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School Proposal Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[_] A process for
monitoring meeting
outcomes is
described.
[] school [ ] school [ ] school
schedules reflect schedules reflect schedules reflect
reserved time. reserved time. some reserved time.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The proposal [ ] current and [ ] current and [ ] The school has Partially meets
meets all of the proposed methods proposed methods no method for standard = 2
Parent and items in the “meets | of determining of determining determining Meets standard = 4
Community standards” column. | parental and parental and parental and B
Engagement [ ] The school uses | community community community Exceeds standard = 6
numerous, satisfaction with the | satisfaction with the | satisfaction with the
(TURNAROUND/ .
substantive school are clear and | school are unclear school.
TRANSFORMATION methods to discover | adequate. or insufficient. 2
ONLY) parental and
community
1. Community- satisfaction.
school relations |:| The proposal |:| Current and |:| Current and |:| The school lacks
describes innovate proposed complaint | proposed complaint | complaint
improvements to procedures are procedures are procedures for
enhance included. vague. parents or
community-school community
relations. members.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
2. Services for [ ] The proposal [ ] services are Some services [] services are Partially meets
parents and meets all of the clearly tied to are clearly tied to vague or confusing. 3 standard =3

community
members

items in the “meets
standards” column.

enhancing student
achievement at the
targeted school.

enhancing student
achievement at the
targeted school.

|:| Services are not
tied to enhancing
student
achievement at the
targeted school.

Meets standard = 6

Exceeds standard =9
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School Proposal Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
[_] A variety of [] Services are [ ] Some services [] services will not
socio-emotional and | designed to meet are designed to address the needs
community- the needs of meet the needs of of children and their
oriented services children and their children and their families in the
are available. families in the families in the targeted school.
targeted school. targeted school.
[ ] Services are [] services are
provided at a limited to the
variety of times and traditional school
locations in order to setting and
maximize schedule.
participation.
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The proposal [ ] Opportunities [ ] Opportunities [ ] Opportunities Partially meets
meets all of the for meaningful for engagement are | for engagement are standard = 3
items in the “meets | engagement are clear but they are too vague or too Meets standard = 6
standards” column. | clear and numerous. | limited. confusing to
[ ] The proposal evaluate. Exceeds standard = 9
includes a highly |:| Engagement |:| Opportunities |:| No opportunities
structured, Board- plans include for engagement are | for engagement are
approved, school- multiple clear but they are given.
3. Engagementin wide plan to engage | opportunities for shallow: no special
school parents and parents to review data presentations 3

improvement

community
members.

|:| The proposal
includes a plan or
process to monitor
and evaluate the
effectiveness of the
engagement efforts.

school performance
and participate in
decision-making
about school
improvement plans.
|:| The proposal is
designed to
strengthen or
expand current
involvement
activities using SIG
funds.

or training will be
held for parents to
review school
performance or no
parents will have a
formal role in
decision-making
about school
improvement plans.
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School Proposal Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:
[ ] The proposal [ ] Media outreach | [_] Media outreach | [_] Media outreach Partially meets
meets all of the will begin several lacks a clear is vague or standard =2
items in the “meets | weeks in advance of | timeline. confusing. Meets standard = 4
standards” column. | consolidation andis | AND/OR OR
[ ] Example likely to reach all [ ]Media outreach [ ] No plans for Exceeds standard = 6
distribution affected parents is unlikely to reach media outreach are
materials about the | and most all affected parents. | proposed.
consolidation are community
provided in the members.
proposal.
F. Parent an.d |:| Parents and |:| Parents and |:| Parents and |:| No opportunities
Community community community community are proposed. 2

Outreach (-

000

members will be
offered multiple
methods (meetings,
hotlines, dedicated
email) of asking
guestions regarding
school closure.

members will be
offered multiple
opportunities to ask
questions regarding
school closure.

|:| Transition
services are well-
defined,
individualized, and
easily accessible to
children and their
parents.

members will be
offered one
opportunity (e.g.,
one meeting) to ask
questions regarding
school closure.

|:| Transition
services are clear
but minimal.

|:| Transition
services are vague
or confusing.

OR

|:| No transition
services are
proposed.
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LEA Planning Form

Item Exceeds Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Proposal meets all of Proposal meets all of Proposal meets at Proposal meets any of Does not meet
the following: the following: least one of the the following: standard =0
following:

] The school ] The school ] The school’s [] The school’s Partially meets
makes a particularly | makes a clear case case for sustaining response is vague or standard = 3
compelling case for | for how it will the reforms is confusing. Meets standard = 6
how it will sustain sustain reforms mostly clear, BUTit | [_] The school does
reforms through through support for | lacks a description not describe how it Exceeds standard = 9
support for quality quality of how the school will sustain reforms.

Sustainability implementation, implementation, will support one of

(TURNAROUND/ human capital human capital the following:

TRANSFORMATION | development, and development, and quality 3

ONLY) on-going on-going implementation,
community community human capital
engagement. This engagement. This development, or on-
case synthesizes case synthesizes going community
information from information from engagement.
the entire proposal | the entire proposal
(plan and budget) (plan and budget)
which attests to the | which attests to the
sustainability of the | sustainability of the
reforms. reforms.

SUB-TOTAL: Turnaround=120 points available Transformation=138 points available Closure= 18 points available

TOTAL POINTS:

Turnaround=221 points available;
165 points is 75% of points available

Transformation=239 points available;
179 is 75% of points available

Closure=58 points available;
43 js 75% of points available
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Budget Rubric

LEA Planning Form

Budget
Meets Does Not Meet Weight Total Points
Budget meets all of the following: Budget meets any of the following: Does not meet
[ ] Cover sheet is completed and attached. [ ] Cover sheet is not completed or attached. ) standard =0
|:| Cover sheet aligns with the 3-year budget |:| Cover sheet does not align with the 3-year Meets standard = 2
summary sheet. budget summary sheet.
[ ] Budget narratives for all items are clear. [ ] Budget narrative for any item is not clear. Does not meet
3 standard =0
Meets standard = 6
[ ] Budget items/narratives are supported by [ ] Budget item/narrative is not supported by Does not meet
the pages referenced in the plan. the pages referenced in the plan. 3 standard =0
Meets standard = 6
[_] All plan elements that require funding are [_] Plan elements that require funding are not Does not meet
reflected in the budget or narrative. reflected in the budget or narrative. 3 standard =0
Meets standard = 6
|:| All budget items follow EDGAR cost |:| All budget items do not follow EDGAR cost Does not meet
principles (are reasonable, necessary, and principles (are reasonable, necessary, and 3 standard =0
program-related). program-related). Meets standard = 6
[ ] The annual allocation request per school for | [ ] The annual allocation request per school for Does not meet
any year is no less than $50,000 and no more any year is less than $50,000 or more than 1 standard = 0

than $2,000,000.

$2,000,000.

Meets standard = 2

TOTAL POINTS:

All Intervention Model Types= 28 points available; 21 points is 75% of points available
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